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CLASS 6 NEBRASKA
Donald F. Bigelow. William J. Grace, Herbert M. Hanson, Clay Center.
Thomas D. Davis. Stanley Hawks. Andrew E. Stanley, Loomis.
Sammuel 8. Dickson. %EewanTE. MeMillin.t NEW HAMPSHIRE
Harold D. Finley. alter T. Prendergast. :
Walter A. Foote. Gaston Smith. Harriet A. Reynolds, Kingston.
Bernard Gotlieb. Gilbert R, Wilson. NEW YORK
e Albert g (SJtaJIlton, Atlanta,
: Harry arhart, Coeymans.
Maurice W. Altaffer, Harvey Lee Milbourne.
Foil Boweriat Hugh S. Miller. DeWitt C. Talmage, East Hampton.

Clarence F. Dilcher, Elba.

Paul H. Foster. Julian L, Pinkerton.

John A. Rapelye, Flushing.
Bernard F. Hale. Leland L. Smith. Clarence M. Herrington, Johnsonville.
John F. Huddleston. Edward B. Thomas. Emma P. Taylor, Mexico.
Carl D, Meinhardt. Mason Turner, William V. Horne, Mohegan Lake.

CLASS 8 LeRoy Powell, Mount Vernon.

Knox Alexander, George F. Kennan. Dana J. Duggan, Niagara University.
Vinton Chapin. Gordon P. Merriam. Henry C. Windeknecht, Rensselaer.
Prescott Childs. Samuel Reber, jr. NORTH DAKOTA
Lewis Clark. Joseph C. Satterthwaite. Ole T. Nelson, Stanley
William M. Gwynn. 8. Walter Washington. i 4 2

OHIO

Bolivar C. Reber, Loveland.
Solomon J. Goldsmith, Painesville.

PATENT OFFICE

Frank Petrus Edinburg to be examiner in chief.
Fred Merriam Hopkins to be Assistant Commissioner of Pat-

ents. ! OKLAHOMA
Paul Preston Pierce to be examiner in chief. William C. Yates, Comanche.
Elonzo Tell Morgan to be examiner in chief. = Ben F. Ridge, Dunecan.
CorreEcTors oF CUSTOMS SOUTH CAROLINA
Jeannette A. Hyde, district No. 32, Honolulu, Hawail. Paul F. W. Waller, Myers.
Robert B. Morris, district No. 22, Galveston, Tex, TEX NESSEFR
PoSTMASTERS John B. Elliott, Athens,
ALABAMA John 8. Wisecarver, Mohawk.
Knox McEwen, Rockford. TEXAS
Leonard F. Underwood, Shawmut. Ferman Wardell, Avery.
ARKANSAS Annie B. Causey, Doucette.
William W. Sloan, Falfurrias,
Nannie L. Connevey, Bauxite, ; Phgmar T, Byras, Matador.
ARIZON A Walter B. Shannon, North Zulch,
Ezbon E. Cooper, Chandler. John W. Waide, Paint Rock.
CONNECTICUT gﬁf?lewwlsan, Prairie View.
Francis W. Chaffee, jr., Hagleville. e W. Sorey, Refugio.
o . . Cland C. Morris, Rosebud.
Edward F. Schmidt, Westbrook. Lee W, Harris, Seymour,
GRORRLS. Ada A. Ladner, Yorktown.
Edwin R. Orr, Dublin. VIRGINIA
ANDIANA Roland L. Somers, Bloxom.
Ella 8. Shesler, Burnettsville. Silverius . Hall, Hallwood.
Rexford F. Hinkle, Hymera, William P. Nye, jr., Radford.
Lee Roy Calaway, La Fontaine, George N. Kirk, St. Charles,
Hugh A. antem, Macy. Herbert T. Thomas, Williamsburg.
Earl R. Shinn, Mentone, WASHIRGTON
a e i I0W 4 Sylvester G. Buell, Arlington.
omer G. Games, mus. . L
Raymond W. Ellis, Norwalk. RN YARGLIIA
William W. Sturdivant, Wesley. Shirley H. Mitchell, Elizabeth.
EANELH Charles J. Parsons, Sabn}ton.
Walter Holman, Sharon. e i A L ‘g I::IM
MAINE
Henry W. Bowen, Chebeague Island. Ralph B, Long, Gillette.
Lillinn L. Guptill, Newcastle.
George O. Carr, Norridgewock. OUSE OF REPRESE H
Carroll H. Clark, Ogunquit, H 0 RESENTATIVES
Alfonzo F. Flint, West Buxton. Frmax, May 9, 1930
MASSACHUSEITS The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
Harold E. Cairns, Bernardston. The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
Albert W. Haley, Rowley. the following prayer:

Frances C. Hill, Templeton. Our Father, Thou hast dealt gently with us. With grateful

MICHIGAN affection may we walk with Thee to-day. As we have experi-
Milo E. Blanchard, Hersey. enced the common bounty of Thy providence, may we acknowl-
Eugene E. Hubbard, Hudsonville. edge Thee as our sovereign Lord. Grant that we may have
Minnie E. Allen, Leslie. a more perfect sense of being Thy children; may we love Thee
Otto L. Wickersham, Onaway. becanse Thou didst first love us. It was first Thy outreaching
John W. Barton, Otsego. arms that kept us at Thy feet. Do Thou remember all parts of

ATHRBTIRL cur land. Abide with our President, our Speaker, and all Mem-
Arthur Rice, Alton. bers and officers of this House. O may our laws be just and
Fardiiy: Tahmevds, Blaad their execution impartial. As with Thee there is no night, let
Charles B. Genz, Louisiana. the darkness of this world seem to Thy children as the shadow
George W. Davies, Osceola. of Thy wings. Amen.
W. Arthur Smith, Purdin. The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
Philip G. Wild, Spickard. approved.
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Crockett, its Chief Clerk,
announced that the Senate had passed without amendment bills
of the House of the following titles:

H. R. 645. An act for the relief of Lyma Van Winkle;

H. R.1794. An act to authorize the payment of an indemnity
to the owners of the Britich steamship Kyleakin for damages
sustained as a result of a collision between that vessel and the
U. 8. 8. William O'Brien;

H. R.1954. An act for the relief of A. O. Gibbens;

H. R. 2002, An act to authorize the sale of the Government
property acquired for a post-office site in Binghamton, N. Y. ;

H. R. 3246, An act to authorize the sale of the Government
property acquired for a post-office site in Akron, Ohio;

H. R.3717. An act to add certain lands to the Fremont Na-
tional Forest in the State of Oregon;

H. R. 7069. An act for the relief of the heirs of Viktor Pet-
tersson ;

H. R.7832. An act to reorganize the administration of Federal
prisons; to authorize the Attorney General to contract for the
care of United States prisoners; to establish Federal jails, and
for other purposes;

H. R.8578. An act to sell the present post-6ffice site and build-
ing at Dover, Del.;

H. R. 8918. An act authorizing conveyance to the city of Tren-
ton, N. J., of title to a portion of the site of the present Federal
building in that eity:

. 1t. 9324. An act to dedicate for street purposes a portion of
the old post-office site at Wichita, Kans.;

H. R.9325. An act to authorize the United States Veterans'
Burean to pave the road running north and south immediately
east of and adjacent to Hospital No. 90, at Muskogee, Okla., and
to authorize the use of $4,950 of funds appropriated for hospital
purposes, and for other purposes;

H. R, 9407, An act to amend the act of Congress approved
May 29, 1928, authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to
accept title to certain real estate, subject to a reservation of
mineral rights in favor of the Blackfeet Tribe of Indians;

H. R.9437. An act to authorize a necessary increase in the
White House police force;

H. L. 9758. An act to authorize the Commissioners of the Dis-
trict of Columbia to close certain portions of streets and alleys
for public-school purposes; and

H. R.9845. An act to authorize the transfer of Government-
owned land at Dodge City, Kans., for public-building purposes.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed, with
amendments in which the econcurrence of the House is requested,
bills and a joint resolution of the House of the following titles:

H.R.1234. An act to authorize the Postmaster General to
impose demurrage charges on undelivered collect-on-delivery
parcels;

H. R. 7405. An act to provide for a 5-year comstruction and
maintenance program for the United States Bureau of Fisheries;

H. R. 7412. An act to provide for the diversification of employ-
ment of Federal prisoners, for their training and schooling in
trades and occupations, and for other purposes;

H. R. 7955. An act making appropriations for the military and
nonmilitary activities of the War Department for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1931, and for other purposes; ;

H. R. 8296. An act to amend the act of May 25, 1926, entitled
“An act to adjust water-right charges, to grant certain other
relief on the Federal irrigation projects, and for other pur-

Ses ” ;

H. R.9895. An act to establish the Carlsbad Caverns National
Park in the State of New Mexico, and for other purposes;

H.R.11588. An act granting pensions and increase of pen-
sions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Civil War and cer-
tain widows and dependent children of soldiers and sailors of
said war; and .

H. J. Res. 270. Joint resolution authorizing an appropriation
to defray the expenses of the participation of the Government
in the Sixth Pan American Child Congress, to be held at Lima,
Peru, July, 1930.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed
bills of the following titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested: 3

S.3817. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to
grant certain oil and gas prospecting permits and leases;

S.319. An act granting an increase of pension to Irene
Rucker Sheridan;

S.497. An aect to provide for the erection and operation of
public bathhouses at Hot Springs, N. Mex.;

S.543. An act to increase the pay of mail carriers in the vil-
lage delivery service;
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8.5567. An act to authorize the disposition of certain public
lands in the State of Nevada;

S.612. An act for the relief of Charles Parshall, Fort Peck
Indian allottee, of the Fort Peck Reservation, Mont.;

8.1183. An act to authorize the conveyance of certain land
in the Hot Springs National Park, Ark., to the P. F. Connelly
Paving Co.;

5.1209, An act for the relief of C. M. Williamson, C. E.
Liljenquist, Lottie Redman, and H. N. Smith;

S.1533. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to
extend the time for payment of charges due on Indian irrigation
projects, and for other purposes;

8.2524. An act for the relief of J. A. Lemire;

S.3088. An act for the relief of R. B. Miller;

S.3171. An act for the relief of Edward (. Compton ;

8.8178. An act to authorize the collection of additional post-
age on insufliciently or improperly addressed mail to which
directory service is accorded;

8.3258. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to provide
that the United States shall aid the States in the construction
of rural post roads, and for other purposes,” approved July 11,
1916, as amended and supplemented, and for other purposes;

§.3386. An act giving the consent and approval of Congress
to the Rio Grande compact signed at Santa Fe, N. Mex., on Feb-
ruary 12, 1929;

8.3599. An act to provide for the classification of extraordi-
nary expenditures contributing to the deficiency of postal reve-
nues ;

S.3646. An act granting an increase of pension to Mary Wil-
loughby Osterhaus; :

8.3970. An act authorizing the Smithsonian Institution to ex-
tend the Natural History Building and authorizing an appropri-
ation therefor, and for other purposes;

8. 4119, An act to extend the provisions of section 2455 of the
Revised Statutes of the United States (U, S. O, title 43, sec.
1171), as amended, to coal lands in Alabama ;

8. 4169. An act to add certain lands to the Zion National Park
in the State of Utah, and for other purposes;

S.4170. An act to provide for the addition of certain lands
to the Bryce Canyon National Park, Utah, and for other pur-
poses; :

S.4196. An act to authorize the construection, maintenance,
and operation of a bridge across the St. Francis River in Craig-
head County, Ark.;

S.4211. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to provide
for the elimination of the Michigan Avenue grade crossing in
the District of Columbia, and for other purposes,” approved
March 3, 1927;

8.4221. An act for the disposal of combustible refuse from
places outside of the city of Washington ;

8.4222. An act to authorize the Commissioners of the District
of Columbia to sell by private or public sale a tract of land
acquired for public purposes, and for other purposes;

S.4223. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to provide
for the elimination of grade crossings of steam railroads in the
?wrérzi;t of Columbia, and for other purposes,” approved March
» 1 H

8. 4224, An act to provide for the operation and maintenance
of bathing pools under the jurisdiction of the Director of Public
Buildings and Parks of the National Capital;

S.4226. An act to authorize the Commissioners of the Distriet
of Columbia to sell at publie or private sale certain real prop-
erty owned by the District of Columbia, and for other purposes;
and

8.4243. An act to provide for the closing of certain streets
and alleys in the Reno section of the District of Columbia.

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to the
amendment of the House of Representatives to the amendment of
the Senate No. 98 to the bill (H. R. 6564) entitled “An act
making appropriations for the Department of the Interior for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1931, and for other purposes.”

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to the re-
port of the committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 4138) entitled “An act to amend the act of March 2, 1929,
entitled ‘An act to enable the mothers and widows of the de-
ceased soldiers, sailors, and marines of the American forces now
interred in the cemeteries of Europe to make a pilgrimage to
these cemeteries.””

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to the re-
port of the committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the House to the bill
(S. 549) entitled “An act to authorize the Secretary of the Navy
to proceed with the construction of certain public works, and for

other purposes,”
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HIGH-SCHOOL BUILDING AT BROWNING, MONT.

Mr. LEAVITT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the immediate consideration of the bill (8. 4098) to provide
funds for cooperation with the school board at Browning, Mont.,
in the extension of the high-school building to be available to
Indian children of the Blackfeet Indian Reservation.

The SPEAKER. The Chair understands that this is asSenate
bill, a similar House bill being on the calendar.

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes; an identical House bill.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That there is hereby authorized to be appropriated,
out of any funds in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum
of $40,000 for the purpose of cooperating with the public-school board
of distriet No. 9, town of Browning and county of Glacier, Mont., for
the extension and betterment of a publle high-school building at Brown-
ing, Mont.: Provided, That the expenditure of any money so appro-
priated shall be subject to the express condition that the school main-
tained by the said school district in the said building shall be available
to all Indian children of the Blackfeet Indian Reservation, Mont, on
the same terms, except g to payment of tuition, as other children of
said school distriet: Provided further, That such expenditures shall be
subject to such further conditions as may be prescribed by the SBecretary
of the Interior.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. GARNER. Reserving the right to object, as I understand
this is a Senate bill, a similar House bill being on the calendar?
Mr. LEAVITT. An identical House bill is on the calendar.

Mr. GARNER. What is the emergency?

Mr. LEAVITT. It is an emergency in view of the fact that
it is necessary to pass the bill in order to get the appropriation
in the deficiency bill, so that the building can be constructed
this summer,

Mr. GARNER. What is the obligation on the part of the
Government to participate in this?

Mr. LEAVITT. Because more than half of the pupils are
Indian children.

Mr. GARNER. Does this come out of the Indian fund?

Mr. LEAVITT. No; out of the Treasury.

Mr. GARNER. What is the obligation on the part of the
Government to take care of these children?

Mr. LEAVITT. The original school building was constructed
in the same way, by cooperation between the Government and
the school district.

Mr. GARNER. What committee reported the bill?

Mr. LEAVITT. The Indian Committee.

Mr. GARNER. Was it a unanimous report?

Mr, LEAVITT. Yes.

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed.

A motion to reconsider by Mr. Leavitr was laid on the table.

THE CARLSBAD CAVERNS NATIONAL PARK

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take
the bill (H. R. 9895) to establish the Carlsbad Caverns National
Park in the State of New Mexico, and for other purposes, from
the Speaker’s table, with a Senate amendment, and concur in
the Senate amendment.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the title of the bill
and the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill and the Senate amendment,
as follows:

Page 2, line 19, after * Interior,” insert * to include any or all of
the following-described lands, to wit: Sections 1, 12, and 13, township
24 south, range 22 east; sections 1 to 18, inclusive, 20 to 28, inclusive,
and 33 to 36, inclusive, township 24 south, range 23 east; the entire
township 24 south, range 24 east; sections 6, 7, 18, and 19, and 27 to
34, inclusive, township 24 south, range 25 east; sections 24, 25, 35,
and 36, township 25 south, range 22 east; the entire township 25 south,
range 23 east; north half of township 25 south, range 24 east; sections
5, 6, 7, 8, 17, and 18, township 25 south, range 25 east; sections 1, 2,
11, 12, 13, and 14, and 19 to 86, inclusive, township 26 south, range
22 east; west half of township and sections 22 to 26, inclusive, town-
ship 26 south, range 23 east; all with respect to the New Mexico
principal meridian.”

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, let me say that I have conferred
with Judge Evans, the ranking minority member of the com-
mittee, and the Senate amendment is agreeable to him,

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Reserving the right to object, does the
Senate amendment broaden the provisions of the bill as it passed
the House?

Mr. COLTON. No; the amendment specifies the boundaries
of tl:le land which may be taken in, It does not broaden the bill
at all.
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Mr, SABATH. Reserving the right to object, how much
land odoes this include, and is it now owned by the Govern-
ment ?

Mr. COLTON. It is owned by the Government and is now a
nationgl monument. This simply changes the status and makes
it a national park.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was agreed to.

PENBIONS

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the bill (H. R. 12205) granting pen-
sions and inerease of pensions to certain soldiers and sailors of
the Regular Army and Navy, and so forth, and certain soldiers
and sailors of wars other than the Civil War, and to widows of
such soldiers and sailors, and ask unanimous consent also that
{’E’E ?ill be considered in the House as in Committee of the

ole,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota asks nnani-
mous consent for the present consideration of the bill H. R.
12205, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota further asks
unanimons consent that the bill be considered in the House as
in Committee of the Whole. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill,

The bill is a substitute for the following House bills referred
to said committee :

H.R. 430. Charles H. Anderson. H. R. 5472. Glenn Lynch.

H.R. b517. Joseph C. Neihiemer. H. R. 5553. Dorcas Jenkins,
H. G11. Marguaret Dolson. H. R. 5387. Sarah Ann Combs.
H. 637. Walker Coo% H 5595. Dennis W. Marshall,
H. 677. George ineyard. . 5604, Theodore R. Beard.
H. 765, Gertrude Delnney H, R. 5766. Anita White.

H. 813. Dora Probst H. R. 5783. James J. O'Hearn.
H. 850. Marie Piatt Wilson. H. R.5784. Frances 8. Everbart.
H. 943. James P. Roche. H. R. 5786. John W. Witherow.
H. R. 1085, William E. Emerson. H. R. 55812, Rose Edwards.

H. R. 1128. George Gambill. . R. 5816, Conrad E. Nelson.
S 342, Samuel L. Gibson H. R. 5840, Marian L. Navarre.
I R. 1344 Chu!mer Rayhurn Hiutt H. R. 5841. Bridget Mary King.
H. R. 1351, Asa 8. Abbo H. R. 5858. Allison D. MecKinney.
H. 1436. Lillian Mne Yura.sko H. 5866. Sarch Seiber

H. R, 1487. John W. H. Deal. H 5029, R. G. Kimbell.

H. R.1505. Luella H. Schreiner. [ R 5930, Mary C. Chapman.
H. R. 15635. Otho W. Thomas. H. R. 5940. Anna Finneran.

g i-gég- ﬁﬁf’bﬂi Schmidt. H. K. 5042, Emma N, Mittendort.
: v. w +H, 5977. Mary A. Blood.

H §§3f’;' Lester G. Cross 5996. Roy Elrod.

. Benjamin F. Kabosky

H, R, 1982, Jesse A. Sparks. R ey E’;‘_ﬂég’%{i‘r{,‘gjﬁ'{f‘“-

H. R.1989. Robert C. Brown. R s

o Bl v e H. R. 6250. Jesse P. Murphy.

I B 2415, Lauls Kiein. H. R, 6467. William M. Davis.
gai, : H. R. 6552, Blanche E. L. Niles.

H. 2488. Benjamin B. Redman. H 6620, Ettie Allen

H. 2802. Frank Bryan. T 8652, J‘amc‘s Carr

o e e H. R. 6690. John M. Stephens.
s Yok ¢ ¥ H. B. 6764. Bzilda Von Buelow.

H. B. 2047. Lottie Tavender. H. R, 6766, Rosa Jordan

H JSGD.CharIIeTheodoreH 6816, Jesse W. Glass

MeGraw.
. George W. Bowman.
3. Michael Sheridan.

. Charles Jackson.
. Dewey G. Saylor.

s 3303 .

9% T % H. R. 6905. George M. Purdy.
B O atirine URtHy IR 6924 William Sally.
H 3501, John H. Milby. L 6937. Constant W. Merrick.
H.R. 3524, Martha Crusnach. H. R. 6971. Monroe C. Burdeshaw.
H. R. 3613. Cecelia Roland. H. R. 7009. Nicholas P. Broadway.
H.R. 3795. William J. Trevessick. H. R. 7036, ?,lla Holt.
H. R. 8957. Abbie A. Oxley. H.R.T7061. Lilas Cox.
H. R. 3976. Charles H. Rice, H. R. T073. Gertrude M. Kahler.,
H. R. 3990. Joseph H. Carson. H. R. 7077. Frank E. Aternathy.
H. R. 4087. Charles Brussow. H. R. 7098. Sallie J. Dupree.
H. R. 4097. Frank E. Tﬁm}-e,. H. R. 7104. David Bimmans.
H 4098. Joseph B. Nee H. E. 7113. Eda Blankart Funston.
H 4172. Albert Allen. H. R, 7162. Colonel I. Lankford.
H 4183, Lula R. Prince. H. 7197. James G. Whalin,
H 4941. Ann Walters, H. R.7218. Michael D. Papero.
H. R. 4261, Samuel M. Bllllngsley H, R. 7221, Mae R. Braman,
H 4323, Rilla Lon H. R. 7301, Sallie Matthews.
H. R. 4423, Charles Mg Siever, jr. H. R, T306. Mattie Wade.
H. R. 4482, Ernest Killlan. H. R. 7310. Mrs. Frederick J, Op-
H. R, 4539. Laura B. Lindsey. permann.
H 45069, Roland Robertsod. 7320. Dewitt C. Hackley.
H 4722, Nathaniel 8. Conrad. 7343. Decatur D. Kinser.
H 4797. George Fleischhauer, 7351, Susan Hogan Duncan.

. George E. Bayliss.
. Edward Eason.

. George A. Wilcox.
. David T. Kirby.

. Ava G. Baughman.
. Eva Fleming.

. James W. Headly.
. Adelbert Carpenter,

£209. Hugo Frie.

. Alice E. Holliday.

5070, Elizabeth Oatman.

. Augnst Richards.

. Mattie BE. Dockery.
5 Wi‘llinm E. Monroe.
. Isaac T. Osler.

2, Mary C. Be'nthin

H.
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H. R. 5239. Arizona Flener. 7490. Dallas F. Jarvis
H. R. 5244, Elden Cooper. 7622, Mary D, Love.

H. R, 5379. Thomas F. Coyne, 7542, Mary L. Sumney.

H. 5454, (harlotte M. Kelly. 7561. Isaac C. Livingston.
H. R. 5461. Anna D T646. Owider Ipock.



' {1, R. 7690. Ravon Cawood. H. R. 9429, Joseph M. Yadon.
H. R. 7723, Robert Goodman. H. R, 9530. Nellie A. Haack.
H. R. 7746. Willlam C. Rives. H. R. 9533. Fred K. Johnson.
H. R. 7779. John A. Kelley, H. R. 9543. Mary L. Beer{l
H. R, 7791. Swift Cary. H. R. 9645. Joseph H. Kellerman.
FETAT Wi € Unti  E L ol G
3 . DE. 5 . Jo i . »
H. R, 8048, William Rivers Patter- H. . 9657, Julla A, Ray.
son. H. R. 9693. Perry M. Martin,
g- e s lﬁiieml:_ehn- H. R.9710. Hariy Ray Bennett.
H. R 8106, Katherine T. Fink.  H. 1. 0968, Ower W illisms.
H. R. 8109, William C. Andrews. H. R. 9977. John R. Ferrell.
H.R. 8179, Martin J. Kaplan, H B, 10012 Rachel Stoser.
I. R. 8208. George 5. Thompson. g R 10016. William A. Shirey.
H. R. 82381. Joel Buell Shomaker. g 1 b ANk Y MR
H. R. 8270, Abranr J. Coalson. H' R 10186, Robert L. Boyd.
H. R. 8280. Catherine I. Goughan. g p° 10240, Ellen J. Lewis.
H. R. 8312, Marshall E. Hord. H. R. 10261, Josephine O'Bryan.
H. R. 8355. Georgina Leitch. "B ,
H. R, 8357, Henrik J. Rasmussen. 1-B-10286. Engene Gray.
H. R, 8383, James A. McCracken. % E_}gg?g 8&‘;‘; t%mhu%lm'
H. R. 8412. Margurite Isabelle NunnH' R. 10383, Vivian L. Saunders
H.R. 8505, Genevive M. BlazeT. {1 p" 1028 Horace B. Hobbe
H. R. 8509. George M. Hart. H. R. 10435. Walter W. McGowen.
It 8051 Evsabech Habo B K 10438 Jobn B. Gu
R 3 ¥ é enl o
H.R. 8502, Mary Kiger, wson.  H E 10446 Luia Smith.
H. R, 8725. John Anderson. H. R. 10448, Mrs. John Hindermeier.
H. R. 8735, Lavina Laughlin, g-% }3.%31 'a,homl!iﬁenrylﬂﬁmley.
H. R. 8752. Mary J. Thompson. BB 10688 mﬂlie tug%.fie eek,
H. R, 8797. Maude McManus. v Kb . rgare .
H. R 8801, Teresa D. McClintie, H. E.10696. Eliza Carr.
H. R, 8824, Nathaniel Elliott. B R Ohe e T _Tars.
o B Do0n: Melom Sombe ¥ HR. 10837, Willlam Marks.
H. R. 9029. Charles Rapier. H. R. 10874. Frank J. Long.
H. R. 9120, Saddie 8. Jordan. H. R. 10892, George Kohler.
J1. R.9172. Clara L. Hunt. H. R. 10922, Ralph Smith.
H. R. 9222. Jane Harmony. H. R 11035. Mary Heckle.
H. R. 8249, John Albert t=. H. R. 11126, Matthew J. McKelvey.
H. R. 9258, Thomas Keenan, H. R. 11221, Waldo E. Stucker.
H. R. 9284. Fannie 8. Skinner. H. R. 11377. Harlen P. Shrader.
H. R. 9311, Oscar T. Ginn. H. B. 11424, Thomas A. Ellis.
H. R. 9388. M. F. Jamar, H. R. 11657. Annie J. Heller.
H. R, 9417, William S. Evans. H. R. 11842, Lammie Clement.
H. R. 9419, Minerva Carrico.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed.

A motion to reconsider the vote by which the bill was passed
was laid on the table.

THE CARLSBAD CAVERNS NATIONAL PARK

Mr. SIMMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the Recorp upon the subject of the Carlsbad
Caverns National Parks bill, just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection. i

Mr. SIMMS. Mr, Speaker, the Simms bill (H. R. 9885) to
establish the Carlsbad Caverns National Park in the southeastern
part of New Mexico after passing the House of Representatives
was referred to the Senate Committee on Public Lands and Sur-
veys. There Senator Curring, of New Mexico, rendered valrable
aid toward the passage of the bill by having inserted a necessary
amendment limiting the amount of land authorized to be ac-
quired, in the discretion of the Department of the Imterior, to
be added to the limits of the park whenever necessary. The
bill came back to the House, the amendment was accepted, the
bill was finally passed, went to the White House, was signed
by President Hoover, and is now the law of the land. I re-
quested the President to give me the pen with which the bill
was signed, and I had much pleasure in sending it to the cham-
ber of commerce at Carlsbad, to be kept as a souvenior of the
oceasion,

AMr. Speaker, the State of New Mexico and all its people are
greatly indebted to the Congress of the United States for putting
its hall mark of approval on this park which preserves for the
American people one of the outstanding natural wonders of the
world, 1 am unwilling to pass to & description of the park
without paying my respectful tribute and presenting the compli-
ments of the State of New Mexico to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. CramToN], who has always maintained so active an
interest in New Mexico affairs.

In this year's appropriation bill the Congress has appropri-
ated nearly $200,000 with which to build a passenger elevator,
with a capacity of 100 people, to be used by visitors in leaving
the caverns. It is not thought necessary to use the elevator
for entry to the caverns, but rather for exit only, as otherwise
a great part of the admirable impression of this scenic marvel
would be lost. Excellent highways lead to the caverns: first-
class efficiently operated hotels are plentiful at Carlsbad, Ros-
well, and other near-by cities, and the popularity of the caverns
is so great, the number of visitors has so substantially increased
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during the past few years, that it Is confidently expected that
several hundred thousands of visitors will come to the caverns
in 1930.

Mr, Speaker, the Denver Post in its issue of the 6th of March,
1030, had the following to say about the Carlsbad Caverns
National Park:

This gnarvelous scenic attraction, this superb bit of nature, is the
eighth wonder of the world. It is the greatest, most startling, and
most beautiful natural cave upon this planet. It is loeated in our
neighboring State of New Mexico. It belongs to our Rocky Mountain
region, and we all in this region bave a right to be proud of it and
take an interest in it.

Realizing the tremendous beauty- of our newest national
park, I had the honor within the past few weeks to extend an
invitation on behalf of the people of New Mexico to the Presi-
dent of the United States to visit the Carlsbad Caverns National
Park on his forthcoming western trip. The Governor of New
Mexico, both our Senators, and the civic organizations of many
communities in our State have joined in urging the President
to accept our invitation.

The Director of the National Park Service, in making com-
ment on the creation of the new park, said—

That for spacious chambers, for variety and beauty of multitudinous
natural decorations, and for general scenic quality it is the king of
its kind.

Mr. Speaker, time is for mortals but not for the processes of
nature. Doubtless through millions of years the infinite, pa--
tient, and powerful action of nature through erosion by sub-
terranean waters has been used to produce this present sublime
group of caverns. For the speaker it is a pleasant, happy
thought to think that he has been able to be the humble instru-
ment for the creation of the Carlsbad Caverns National Park,
which is now established to perpetually furnish interest to the
scientist and tourist alike.

EMBARGO ON SILVER IMPORTATIONS

Mr. ARENTZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for five minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. ARENTZ. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the
House, the other day we disposed of the so-called silver tariff
items in the tariff bill placing a tariff of 30 cents an ounce on
silver. The House refused to accept this schedule. I think
something should be done to help the silver-mining situation in
America, and I hope this can be brought about by a bill which
I placed in the basket this morning, which places an embargo
upon importations of silver into the United States. Those in
the New England States who voted against the tariff on silver
can very easily agree to the proposition which I have presented
to them to-day. We can use our own silver of which we produce
a surplus. By flooding this country with foreign silver it logi-
caHy follows that the price of domestic silver will be depressed.
We wish to further prevent this.

Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ARENTZ. I want to proceed with the reading of the bill.

Mr. UNDERHILL. Why not include coal from Russia?

Mr, ARENTZ. The House can include whatever it wants to
include. I am frying to place an embargo on silver. I am in
favor of excluding both coal and other raw material replacing
American goods, thus replacing American workmen. The bill I
introduced reads as follows:

TO PLACE AN EMBARGD ON SBILVER

That from and after the passage of this act silver from any foreign
country shall not be entitled to entry at any of the ports of the United
States, and the importation thereof Into the United States is hereby pro-
hibited : Provided, however, That silver-bearing ores, mattes, base bullion
silver dross, reclaimed silver, scrap silver, and all alloys or combinations
of silver imported into the United States for the purpose of processing,
refining, or minting for export to a foreign country and not for ase,
sale, or disposition within the United States or any of its possessions,
may be imported for such purpose upon the execution of a bond given
in double the amount of the estimated value upon such silver contents
so imported, conditioned that such silver contents will not be used,
sold, or otherwise disposed of in the United States.

SEc. 2, The Becretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized and em-
powered, and it shall be his duty, to make the necessary orders and
regulations to carry this law into effect or to suspend the same as
herein provided and to send copies thereof to the proper officers in the
United States and to such officers and agents in foreign countries as he
shall judge necessary.
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MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the President of the United States
Wwas communicated to the House by Mr. Latta, one of his secre-
taries, who also informed the House that on May 7, 1930, the
President approved and signed a joint resolution of the House
of the following title:

H. J. Res. 305. Joint resolution providing for the participation
by the United States in the International Conference on Load
Lines to be held in London, England, in 1930.

PEEMISEION TO SIT DURING BESSIONS OF HOUBE

Mr. HALL of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary I ask unanimous consent that that com-
mittee may sit during the sessions of the House next Thursday
and Friday.

The SPEAKHR. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 12236) making
appropriations for the Navy Department and the naval service
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1931, and for other purposes.
Pending that, I ask unanimous consent that the time for debate
be controlled by and divided equally between the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. Ayres] and myself. In view of the rather
uncertain demand for time, I suggest that we do not fix a time
limit for general debate until later.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Idaho moves that the
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consideration of the naval appro-
priation bill. Pending that, he asks unanimous consent that the
time for general debate be controlled by and divided equally
between the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Ayres] and himself,
Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentle-
man from Idaho that the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the naval appropriation bill.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration
of the naval appropriation bill, with Mr. Hocm in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I ask nnanimous consent that
the first reading of the bill be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL].

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I was very
much interested in reading this meorning a speech delivered
yesterday by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LANKrorD],
which I suppose was very largely for home consumption and
for the purpose of informing the people of his district of the
many good things he had done for them and why he should
be renominated and reelected to Congress. I have no objection
to any of the statements made as far as his district is con-
cerned, but I do want to call attention of the House to some
of the reasons given and the good things that have been done
and what he has done himself as an individual Member to help
along those good things. From the first part of his speech I
quote the following :

Members here can only do their best and be true, and when a
good piece of legislation is enacted or a bad bill defeated we can only
say ‘* we helped."”

Also the following:

A few days ago some of my friends said I was to be congratulated
for securing for my district in the river and harbor bill passed last
month more authorizations than was ever written in a previous similar
bilL

I want the country to know that that river and harbor bill
was presided over by a Republican chairman of the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors, the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Dempsey], and that the whole committee is controlled by the
Republicans, because they have more members on it than the
Democrats. I have no fault to find with his statement about
rivers and harbors, for he probably voted for the bill, as every-
one else did. I am very glad that our committee in the House
is giving to each section of the country the things that that
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section is entitled to. That is the kind of legislation we
should promote here—generous and just legislation for every
part of the country, regardless of whether it is North, South,
East, or West,

I guote again from the gentleman's speech:

Mr. Chairman, again my friends said I was to be congratulated upon
securing for the first time, in the present tariff bill, a duty upon tur-
pentine, long-staple cotton, tar and pitch of wood, as well as an increase
on peanuts and various other farm products, and I said, * No, I only
helped wherever I found a chance.”

I want the gentleman to show me any place where he has
even helped when he found the chance.

I will tell the people of Georgia and the people of the country
just how much he helped to give them this protection on the
articles produced in Georgia, and higher protection on farm
products.

When we had the conference report, agreed on by the con-
ferees of both the Senate and the House, the report that con-
tained the very protection on the articles he is congratulating
himself and his people on having, he voted against that report;
and, if I have not made any mistake, every other member of
the Georgia delegation did the same.

That is how he and his delegation helped their people to get
the protection they wanted.

And I want to say to the gentleman and to his colleagues
from Georgia that if the Members of the New York delegation
and the Pennsylvania delegation had taken the same position
that he took, and had not voted for the conference report, the
item he is bragging about as being of benefit to his constituents
would not have been passed or agreed to, as far as this House
is concerned.

Now, I have no argument or dispute with any man in this
House in regard to protection, whether he is for it or against
it; but I do not want any man to stand on the floor of the
House and say what he has done for his people in respect to
protection for products raised in his State and then vote
against the bill that protects those products, largely because
it contains some protection for some other part of the country.
I have no use, politically, for any man who tries to get the
highest possible protection on the products of his own section,
and prays for enough Republican votes to pass the bill, while he
votes against it. I not only call that man a poor protectionist,
but a very untrue spokesman.

I am not a spot protectionist. I am for protection for any
article produced in this country that really needs protection,
and the gentleman from Georgia and others should either be
that kind of protectionist or else not brag on the floor of the
House regarding the protection for home industry that he had
helped put in the bill, when he voted against the report that
assured that protection. 1 hope the gentleman from Georgia
will give my remarks the same publicity he gives his own.
[Applause.] |

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, tremendous interest centers
around the naval program of the United States on account of
the London Naval Conference and the prospective results that
may flow therefrom.

From the standpoint of the National Budget we are con-
cerned with factors that will enter into the program between
now and 1936, the beginnings of which are involved, in minor
degree, in the bill that we are now reporting, but which, for
the most part, will affect the appropriation bills for the suc-
ceeding fiscal years following 1931 up to 1936.

Your committee in reporting the bill for 1931 has been com-
pelled to bear in mind that the London treaty has not been
adopted by the United States or by any other power, and that
so far as nations are concerned the program is still a tentative
program. Thus we have not been permitted to take into con-
sideration all the money factors that have bearing upon cer-
tain items that may be avoided in event of ratification, and
which can be met by wise administration.

In view, however, of the possibility that the proposed naval
programs of nations will be radically modified as a result of the
London Conference, it will be my purpose in my opening state-
ment to indicate the broad purposes of the pending bill, the
manner in which the provisions of the bill will fit into possible
naval programs, and the effect upon naval programs of our
country and of the world should the London tentative agree-
ment be ratified by the several powers.

The preliminary estimates from the bureau chiefs for the
fiscal year 1931, which were prepared about nine months ago,
aggregated $471,103,274. These estimates were reduced by the
Secretary of the Navy and submitted to the Budget in the terms
of $425,084,297, and in addition contraet authorization for air-
plane purchases was asked in the amount of $10,000,000.
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Through discussions with the Bureau of the Budget this total
figure was reduced until the estimates that have come to the
Congress for the next fiscal year, original and supplemental,
are in the figures $380,598,226. Further supplemental estimates
probably will be presented.

Your committee has conducted extensive hearings and has
been able to omit $1,710,590 carried in the Budget and reports
the bill to the House in the figures $379,036,086, inclusive of
authorization in the amount of $2,000,000 that may be drawn
from the Navy supply account fund. In addition to this, con-
tract authorization for aircraft is carried in the amount of
$10,000,000. The grand total of direct and indirect appropria-
tions for the present fiseal year is $365,685,027, in addition to
which contract authorization exists on account of aireraft in the
amount of $10,000,000, the same as we propose for 1931.

I have no doubt that before the fiscal year will have been
concluded, several additional million dollars will need to be
added, but I am speaking of the appropriations and aunthoriza-
tions that have been made up to the present.

Upon that basis, appropriations for 1931 are $13,351,059 over
and above the appropriations for 1930.

Of such sum, $6,950,000 is on account of the capital-ship
major overhaul program, It happens that the appropriation for
initiating the work on the two vessels now undergoing moderni-
zation was made well along in the fiscal year 1929, although
work was not commenced until the first of the fiscal year 1930.
Consequently, in drawing a comparison between next year and
this we might eliminate very appropriately from consideration
the increase occasioned by the item and circumstances men-
tioned. So doing, the increase is actually $6,401,059. Notwith-
standing the fact that the Budget and bill are premised upon
a fleet and personnel of practically current year proportions,
the committee finds it necessary, despite the reductions it is
recommending aggregating the sum of $1,710,590, to propose
increases in a number of directions netting the sum indicated.
Personnel, even though there be no marked fluctuations, will be
found annually to cost more under present laws applying to pay.
Other major factors are (1) aviation, although the increase
proposed under such head is but $603,211, (2) a larger outlay
for public works, including repair and maintenance, and (3)
new ship construction, all of which I shall refer to later.

With respect to the fleet, now, as a year ago, we find that there
is not a proper balance between the ships it is planned to have
in commission and funds estimated for their operation, repair,
and improvement. There should be closer if not complete har-
mony touching these factors, and the committee feels that the
department should make such adjustments as available funds
may require to bring them into closer accord.

Unless upon administrative discretion following ratification
of the London treaty, reductions were to be made in officer
and enlisted personnel of both the Navy and the Marine Corps
and in the craft that would be maintained in operation, the
Naval HEstablishment in 1931 in these regards will remain ap-
proximately the same as the Naval Establishment for 1930. No
radical changes will be made in the activities that normally
will go forward under operation and maintenance, engineering,
construction and repair, the Naval Reserve, yards and docks,
public works, aeronautics, or the activities pertaining to the
Marine Corps.

I believe the House would prefer, in thls general statement,
that I defer discussion of particular features pertaining to the
varied activities of the Navy until they may be reached under
the 5-minute rule,

Probably I should make a brief statement touching moderni-
zation and new construction work upon naval craft.

MODERNIZATION OF CAPITAL SHIFS

For completing the modernization of the battleships Pennsyl-
vania and Arizona, the bill carries $7,400,000, which is the sum
rem;i.ning to be appropriated under the authorization for such
work.

The capital ship modernization program was begun in August,
1925. Including the Pennsylvania and Arizone, which it is ex-
pected will be ready to join the fleet in March, 1931, there will
have been modernized in the space of about five and one-half
years 10 of our 18 capital ships, at a total cost of about
$48,110,000.

INCREASH OF THE NAVY

For the present fiseal year there was appropriated toward the
construction of new vessels a total of $48,350,000, which in-
cludes $2,000,000 of naval supply account funds. In addition,
$200,000 was made available for additionmal machinery and
equipment at ordnance establishments, and $570,000 was ap-

propriated to initiate a program of navy yard development for
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ship construction calling for a total outlay for yard improve-
ments of $1,795,000. For the several objects, therefore, the
total sum made available was $49,120,000.

Of the sum for ship construction, $36.750,000 was on account
of vessels authorized prior to February 13, 1929, and $11,600,000
on account of the aireraft carrier and 10 of the 15 cruisers au-
thorized in the act approved on such date, divided between
such latter vessels as follows:

First block of five light cruisers $10, 300, D00
Second block of five light cruisers 200, 000
Ry M e e U TR T TS B LR 1, 100 000

For 1931 the Budget proposes to make available a total of
$49,800,000 for shipbuilding, of which $14,550,000 is intended to
be applied to vessels authorized prior to the new program act
and $35,250,000 to vessels comprising the new program.

At this point I desire to submit to the House a table that
will show the status of all new construction work, as the esti-
mates were submitted to the committee by the Bureau of the
Budget, and which, of course, were submitted prior to the
London Naval Conference.

Appropriations proposed, 1931 bill
Remaining
to glglsg-d
Construe- Propria
tion and | Ordnance | Total a‘}“’i&m’
machinery + 1951
Submarine V4__________.._______ $200, 000
Submarines V-5and V-6..___.___. 2, 700, 000 2, 700, 000
Submarines V-7, V-8, and V-9.___ %mmﬂ 4, 600, 000
%ilsht mumm, 20, tmd 81..._...] 7,050,000 7, 050, 000
$10, 100,000 | 30, 900, 000
200,000 | ' 200,000
Third block of 5_______________ 200, 000 200, 000 400, 000
Alreraft carrier 3, 450, 000 300,000 | 3, 750, 000
1 e S U - sa.om.lml 10, 800, 000 | 49, 800, 000

An examination of the table shows that provision is made for
the third block of five 8-inch gun cruisers that were authorized
a year and a half ago. The total cost of these five cruisers was
planned to be $82,500,000.

Should the London treaty be adopted the entire amount will
be subtracted from the totals,

It will be noted, however, that while $82,500,000 is involved
in the construction of these five cruisers, since they are in the
third block of the 15-cruiser program, only a small amount was
recommended to be appropriated for the fiscal year 1931, namely,
g—i!l(g0,000. Your committee has subtracted this amount from the

Members of the House will reeall also that the proposed
London treaty provides that three of the second block of 8-inch
gun cruisers be laid down—one in 1933, one in 1934, and one in
19356, This being the case, money that had been recommended
by the Bureau of the Budget for commencement of the work
upon these three craft will not be expended thereon. It happens,
however, that the amount recommended on five of the second
block of cruisers was an amount taken in conjunction with the
sum previously appropriated which would be adequate for com-
mencement only—an amount, all told, of $400,000. BSince two of
the cruisers in the second group of five are to be commenced
during the coming fiscal year, your committee did not feel justi-
fied in disturbing this figure, as in any event it will suffice for
a bare commencement of the work.

To sum up, for 1931 for new construction work, your commit-
tee recommends a total of $49,400,000.

EESULTS OF THE LONDON NAVAL CONFERENCE

The results of the London Naval Conference can be sum-
marized as, first, definite limitation in all categories of ships of
the three powers, including limitation in aireraft carrier tonnage
of units of less than 10,000 tons displacement ; second, extension
of replacement dates of capital ships; third, retirement of three
capital ships for the United States and five for Great Britain;
and, finally, definite provision that omission upon the part of a
nation to build within a time provided within which construe-
tion could be had shall not be regarded as forfeiting the amount
of tonnage postponed by such nation.

Just what money savings may accrue to the several powers or
to the United States as a result of the conference in event of
ratification of the treaty involves the fundamental question of
whether or not the highest interests of our country and the
world may be served by pursuing a moderate program within
the limits laid down or by building up to the limit of authoriza-
tion in all categories.
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At this point I desire to place in the Recorp a table that will
show the tonnage of the three great powers—the United States,
Great Britain, and Japan—at the time the conference convened
and as it will be authorized under the proposed agreement.

Tonnage built, building, appropriated for, or d by Washington con-
ference as of Januwary 15, 1930, eontrasied with tonnage under London
conference agreement

[Data for January 15, 1930, from data sheet compiled by Office of Naval
Intel.lig:nce except authorization for aircraft carriers, which is taken
from Washington treaty; data for London conference is from state-
ment of President Hoover of April 11, 1980, and from wapparently
authentic press dispatches]

United Btates Great Britain Japan
Loadon London London
Tonnage, | confer- confer- |Tor confer-
Jan. 15, ence Jan. 15, ence Jan. 15, ence
1930 agree- 1930
ment ment ment

Destroyers o 150, 000
Submarines..__.__.__ 87, 232| 52, 52,7

v1,286, m[ 1,121, :mlru,ug ml 1, 138, ml 11 788, 087

1 About,
160,046 tons, built and building
3115,350 tons, built nnd bulldms.
‘ 63,8?0 tons, built and building.
8 cruisers.
& These figures for United States and Great Britain are interchangeable.
* Exclusive of 47,598 tons of craft in service but over effective age. Exclusive of
86,915 tons of craft listed for disposal.
i Exclusive of 1,695 tons of craft in service but over effective age.
11 Exclusive of 69,160 tons of craft in service but over effective age.
1 Includes 61 dasl:roym (63,091 tons) listed for disposal.

CERTAIN DIRECT SAVINGS

From an examination of the table it will appear that as a
result of the London conference certain tonnage increases are
made possible and certain reductions in tonnage required. Let
us consider both factors.

Direet money savings may be made as a result of the ac-
tion of the conference, assuming treaty ratification. In the
first place, as to battleships, the elimination of three battle-
ships from the fleet of the United States is, in itself, no negli-
gible item, and should result in a saving, in maintenance and
operation costs alone, for each ship amounting to more than
$2,000,000 for each year they otherwise would have remained
in service.

Again, the measure provides for the extension of all battle-
ship replacement dates until 1936. Within that time, were the
United States to replace ships that she could replace under
the Washington treaty, she would replace five completely; and
five more would be in process of replacement, all of which,
upon the basis of $37,500,000 per ship would make a total of
$281,250,000, which would be needed between now and 1936.
No one can state to-day that that is an absolute saving. It is
a postponement. But, by 1936, it may well be that as a result
of the conference which will meet the year before, or in 1935,
battleships will be entirely eliminated or their numbers re-
duced to such an extent that the entire amount of $281,250,000
now postponed may be saved to the Treasury of the United
States, and with corresponding saving to other countries.
Other direct savings will be made through the scrapping of cer-
tain destroyer and submarine tonnage.

WHAT WOULD WE XEED TO DO IN NEW CONSTRUCTION WORK AND MAIN-
TENANCE OF ESTABLISHMENT UNDER THE TREATY?

The question that is asked over and over is, What will be the
effect of the London treaty, assuming there may be ratification,
upon the pending programs and the maintenance of naval estab-
lishments ?

At once the proponents of ever-increasing navies who have
been antagonistic to any limitation of armaments, who have
urged in season and out of season that the United States should
determine the size of its own Naval Establishment, regardless
of other powers, are now urging that under the terms of the
London treaty it would be the duty of the United States and of
every other nation party to the treaty to earry forward con-
struction programs up to the entire limit of authorization in the
several categories. Some very earnest people take this point of
view, but, on the other hand, it is the position of all those who
consciously or unconsciously have personal interests to serve.
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In view of the tremendous interest in this phase of the
question, I shall address myself to it specifically.

The outstanding features of the London naval agreement is
the limit that has been fixed upon tonnage of the several types.
Friends of limitation regret that it was not possible for lower
limits to have been attained. The fact, however, that limits
were attained that on the whole fix possible tonnage at a figure
below the present tonnmage of nations is cause for gratitude.
The fixation of construction within categories will remove com-
petition in the vicious sense that has prevailed during past
years,

But what is meant by limitation? Does it mean building up
to the limit in all categories? Does it mean that there is
imposed upon nations an obligation to maintain at all times
and regardless of circumstances what some are pleased to call
“treaty navies"?

FPRACTICE UKDER WASHINGTON TREATY

Immediately following the Washington conference, the ques-
tion of the obligation of the United States under the terms
of the treaty resulting therefrom became a subject of earnest
debate. It will be recalled that that treaty fixed a limitation
upon capital ship and aireraft carrier tonnage. It will be
recalled that, as to the former, replacement dates were pre-
seribed touching various battleships prior to which replacement
might not occur, these dates varying with the different coun-
tries and having regard for the age of ships to be replaced.

The proponents of ever-increasing naval establishments urged
at once that unless nations built up to the authorizations and
at the time of the replacement dates they would lose the right
to build. From that date until now they have been urging that
the limitations recited in the treaty of Washington imposed
obligations of construction as well as obligations not to construct
prior to fixed dates.

It has been my constant thought and my earnest contention
that every nation party to the agreement assumed an obligation
not to build beyond the limitations imposed as to tonnage or in
advance of the time within which ecertain craft might be laid
down, but that no obligation, direct or by implication, was im-
posed upon any nation to build other than according to a course
that would have regard for its own national needs.

Consider for a moment what has been the attitude of nations
upon this subject.

As for battleships, only two nations have reached the time
when replacement could be had in tonnage other than the
replacement that was in process or immedintely to be under-
taken upon the conclusion of the Washington ireaty. Great
Britain was given the privilege of completing certain craft and
withdrawing five of her older battleships and ecruisers that she
had at the time of the Washington treaty. This she did.
The United States was given the privilege of completing two
battleships which were under construetion and withdrawing four
of the older ones that she possessed in 1922 and which were to
continue as part of her fieet until the new ones had been added.
A like adjustment was made for Japan,

The dates for the large replacement programs, however, for
all nations were ahead.

The United States, Great Britain, and Japan, in the absence
of the London conference, were not to reach their replacement
dates until 1931. In that year Great Britain was to have been
privileged to lay down 2 battleships, the United States 2, and
Japan 1.

There were two other nations parties to the treaty—France
and Italy. Replacement dates for each of these nations oceurred
for two battleships in 1927 and 1929, respectively—the battle-
ships that could have been replaced in those years for each
nation having an aggregate tonnage of 70,000 tons. Yet neither
France nor Italy interpreted the treaty to mean that an obliga-
tion was imposed to build and neither nation laid down the craft
permitted.

But it is urged by those who insist upon building up to treaty
limitations that other nations that are parties to the treaty are
interested, and not alone the nation that does not desire to
build upon a given time.

I then submit in answer that Great Britain, the United
States, or Japan did not protest to either France or Italy that
those nations were violating the Washington treaty through fail-
ure to build in 1927 and in 1929,

If they are correct who contend that France and Italy were
obligated to build, it follows that the other parties to the
treaty—the United States, Great PBritain, and Japan—were
guilty themselves of negligence in failure to remind France and
Italy of their solemn covenants to replace their battleships when
they saw that these nations were neglecting so to do. No such
protests were made, I submit there was no such obligation.
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At the London conference, however, both France and Italy as-
sumed that they had not lost their right to lay down the craft
that could have been laid down in 1027 and 1929, and their posi-
tion was frankly and freely conceded by the conference,

Now, turn to aircraft carriers.

The five powers who were parties to the Washington agree-
ment were allocated tonnage as follows:

Tons
United States 135, 000
Great Britain 135, 000
Japan . __ . ——= B1,000
France and Italy, each___ 60, 000

But what have nations done? Right years have passed since
the Washington conference was concluded, and yet since that
time the United States has completed but two carriers, the
Lerington and the Saratoga, with a tonnage of 66,000 tons and
has barely begun a third of 13,800 tons. Great Britain is far
short of her allocated tonnage, and much of the tonnage that
she now has is so obsolete that she could be justified in replacing
it. This is likewise true of Japan. France has little more than
one-third of hier aircraft tonnage and Italy has none at all,

THE LONDON TREATY LANGUAGE

In deference to the uncertainty that has existed or that has
been urged to exist touching the Washington treaty in this re-
gard, the London naval agreement specifically recites, “The
right of replacement is not lost by delay in laying down replace-
ment tonnage.” (Annex 1, sec. 1.) Obviously, the language of
the proposed London treaty makes clear that a limitation does
not carry with it a mandate to build under penalty of forfeiture
of right to build.

What, then, shall we say as to policy?

Cardinal in the reason for justification of navies is national
and world-wide security. Limitations themselves for tonnage
go far toward solving the problem of security. Assurance
through these limitations is given that rival nations will not
build craft of a certain type or of all types in excess of defined
tonnage. It thus becomes the privilege, the opportunity, if you
please, of nations to take this factor into account in formulating
their naval programs.

If this be true, it follows that nations may have regard for
elements that in the past under competitive building had to be
ignored :

First. Financial burdens and national budgets;

Second. The problem of an even load in navy yards.

Third. The effect new building or replacement will have upon
craft of the several types in comparison with the craft that
other nations will have when the limitation conference of 1935
or other earlier conference may be held.

Fourth. The actual need from the standpoint of defense modi-
fied as will be this need by moderation of other nations.

FINANCIAL RURDENS AND NATIONAL BUDGETS

From the standpoint of burdens that are reflected through
taxation that rest upon the peoples of the great world powers, it
must be remembered that last year the organized military
powers of the world, including reserves of the several powers
agegregated nearly 30,000,000 men. This burden calls for stu-
pendous money costs. It must be remembered that during that
same period the naval budgets of the United States, Great
Britain, Japan, France, and Italy were close on to $1,000,000,000.
It must be remembered that the maval burden alone for the
United States was more than $374,000,000. This year it is
greater, It can not be disputed that 72 per cent of the annual
expenditures of the United States is on account of past wars or
the maintenance of Military and Naval Establishments. More
than that, these burdens are mounting.

I shall pass over expenses incurred in Military Establishments
other than the Navy, but as to the Navy I desire to direct the
attention of the House to the tremendous expanse of naval bur-
dens upon the world's great powers as they have gone forward
during the last 25 years.

Naval appropriations of leading world powers

Fiscal year
e Increase (+)
or de-
1904 1029 erease (—)
United States_..___ S S LS i N $100, 196, 123 | $374, 608, 054 |4-$265, 411, 931
Great Britain R 173, 648, 058 | 278, 478, 000 | -+104, 929, 942
e 8 TS 17,553,279 | 131,222,722 | 4-113, 669, 443
France______ 50, 740, 222 99, 568, 000 | -}-39, 827, 778
Ttaly____ 23,522,400 | 63,622,952 | -|-40, 100, 552
Germany. 50, 544,000 | 47, 704, 019 —32, 779, 981
Russia 60, 018,805 | 42,329, ~17, 688, 606

Mr. Chairman, with due regard for the obligation that legis-
lative bodies owe to their constituencies, with due regard for
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the sacrifice that mrust be made by the millions of people in all
countries of not only comforts of life but in some instances
bare necessities, regard must be had for ways that will mean
reduction of burdens of government.

It is possible to give a fair outline of what the proposed
London treaty will cost the United States in money, provided
we ingist upon building up to the limitations within the treaty
and construe the limitations as an obligation to build.

Turning to battleships, it wonld mean that the three that are
to be decommissioned would be kept in full commission to the
last day possible under the ternrs of the treaty—one year in
the case of two ships and 18 months in the case of the other.

It would mean an urge to permit reckless expenditure under
the guise of modernization upon any or all of the remaining
battleships.

It would mean an obligation to construct 69,000 tons of air-
craft carriers.

It would mean an obligation not only to construet all the
8-inch gun eruisers that the treaty permits but in addition
73,000 tons of the 6-inch gun ermisers over and above what we
have to-day.

In the matter of destroyers it would be possible to replace
150,000 tons and between 20,000 and 25,000 tons of submarines.

More than that, it would be possible, and, of course, those
who are urging the ever-expanding program would insist that it
is necessary, to provide one-fourth of our G-inch gun cruisers
with landing decks for aircraft. By implication we would need
to add possibly 2,000 airplanes to our aircraft progranr in order
to supply the airplanes that would be necessary for aircraft
carriers and the aviation complements possessed by other types.

Rough estimates of what this building program would cost
run from $750,000,000 to $1,000.000,000 between now and 1936.
That period of time is little more than six years. It would
mean an annual naval construction program of $125,000,000 to
$150,000,000 for the United States for flghting types of craft.

From the standpoint of national finances, I submit, there
can be no justification for any such expenditure of money,
an expenditure that would treble the appropriations that we
have made for new construction work on an average for each
of the last 10 years.

Do gentlemen hail the London conference as a succéss, who
see only that it means multiplying in this enormous fashion
the cost of naval armaments? It would be a perversion of the
miagnificent work of President Hoover and Prime Minister
MacDonald, and the able delegates to the London conference,
to transform a limitations agreement into a mandate for
expansion programs, .

But, Mr. Chairman, that is not all that would be involved.
Fighting craft mean auxiliary craft. Fighting eraft mean ex-
pansion in navy yards. Fighting craft mean personnel, both
officer and enlisted personnel. The expansion of the Navy of
the United States to the limits that would be possible were
that to be the interpretation of the London trealy would mean
the increase of annual burden of naval appropriations from an
average of about $350,000,000 annually, as it has been during
the last eight years, to an annual cost of between $500,000,000
and $600,000,000.

Members of Congress can not flatter themselves that the
only additional expense is in the construction of ships. “It is
not the original cost; it is the upkeep.” If we are to have
ships, the ships will need to be operated, and the figures that
I have given you, in my judgment, are conservative rather than
overestimates,

Scientists tell us that the old fable of the ostrich burying
his head in the sand at the approach of danger is a libel upon
that bird of the desert. Whether or not it is true, Members
of Congress and citizens of our country must not bury their
heads in the sand and blind themselves to the expense that is
ahead with construction of ships, the vast sums that will be
necessary for operation and maintenance of such craft.

‘What I have said with respect to this program for the United
States, applies with like foree from the standpoint of Great
Britain and the standpoint of Japan.

THE PROBLEM OF AN EVEN LOAD IN THE NAVY YARDS

One of the most serions problems that confronts your com-
mittee in the preparation of the Navy bill, is the problem of
an even load in the navy yards of our country. This problem
is of tremendous importance from several points of view.

First. It is important from the standpoint of navy-yard em-
ployees.

‘We have in the navy yards of the United States approximately
40,000 workmen. These workmen are of a high type. They
are skilled ; they are efficient; they will take their places by the
gide of the finest workmen in industrial yards of our country
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or of any other land. Most of them are men who take seriously
the problems of life. Most of them are men of families. They
are interested in filling the positions that are given them and in
earning the wage by which they may support the wife, the chil-
dren, the home.

They are entitled to definite employment to the extent that it
is possible for our country to anticipate an even load of work.

. This problem is one that in our rapidly advancing industrial
age is attracting the attention, not only of men and women who,
from humanitarian standpoint alone are seeking to make better
the cenditions of workmen and their families throughout our
land, but from the standpoint of employers of labor and their
responsibility for the success of great industrial concerns.

Within the last few months, intensive studies have been made
in industrial lines looking to maintenance of the even load of
employment. Great railroad companies are working out such
programs and are employing industrial engineers to assist them
in the tasks to the end that the men in the great railroad cen-
ters may be employed the year around.

Automobile factories, rubber tire factories, manufacturing
establishments of a variety of character are concentrating their
efforts upon this important subject. Our Government should
do no less as it undertakes the roll of employer of labor.

Limitations within the treaty ought to be accepted by the
Congress and the country as giving additional authority to
those charged with responsibility to approach this subject with
the finest regard to the humanities that are involved. We ought
not to be driven on to rapid expansion in navy yards, rapid
construction work in order to keep up to a certain ﬂgu're that
was intended as a limitation. .

Second. It is important from the standpoint of normal build-
ing programs that we be not driven on to rapid expansion of
our navy yards.

When employees in navy yards see an approaching end of
employment, they recognize that unless new work be provided
plants must be shut down and activities cease. At once cam-
paigns are undertaken that enlist the sympathy of local cham-
bers of commerce, local service clubs of all kinds, humanitarian
groups, and they appeal to Congress to do something that will
prevent the employees of navy yards from being thrown out of
work. It becomes not a guestion of national need; it becomes
not a question of naval defense; it becomes a question, pure and
gimple, of the building of something, no matter what, that men
who have worked may continue to hold their jobs.

Of course, this means a terrific campaign for the expansion
of naval programs.

It necessarily follows that either from the standpoint of men
who are employed, or from the standpoint of actual naval
needs, the limitations feature of the London conference ought
not to be construed as a mandate.

NEW SHIPS TO SCRAP

The effect of new building upon ability of the United States
to be most effective in the next naval conference is a matter
of grave importance. Consider the question from the stand-
point of the power of the United States to assist in determin-
ing a course in the conference that may be held in five or six
years from now if we go ahead and by 1935 build up to the
limits laid down in the London conference. According to rough
estimates that I believe are fairly accurate, it would mean
expending during the next five or six years from three-quarters
of a billion fo one billion dollars. This money would be invested
in new craft. Added to that would be no less than another quarter
of a billion dollars on account of eraft that have been completed
within the last three or four years—cruisers, submarines, air-
craft carriers. What position would the United States be in
as her delegates would =it down to the conference table if we
were forced to admit that we had this enormous tonnage of new
craft of the several categories? Public opinion might hesitate
to place approval upon destroying craft that had only recently
been completed. Here alone would be an element that would
need to be considered and which was a potent factor in shaping
some of the policies in both the Washington and London con-
ferences. On the other hand, if we could approach the confer-
ence with considerable tonnage to our credit in the several cate-
gories that remained unbuilt and other nations could approach
the conference in like fashion, it would be reasonable for na-
tions to say, “Let us draw a pencil through the blue prints.
Let us scrap old craft that will need to be scrapped within
a year or a few years, and let us reduce the general level within
the several categories.” From the standpoint of stratecy, look-
ing to further international reduction of armaments, this is the
right course. Those who do not want to reduce all tonnage to
lower levels at the next naval conference will demand that we
build up to the topmost figures.
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NEW CRAFT SHOULD NOT BE OBRSOLETE

But there is another consideration. Suppose at the time the
next conference were to convene we were to find ourselves with
complete tonnage in aircraft carriers of certain types or in
6-inch gun cruigers and in submarines. It might well be that in
five years from now it would be very apparent that the type of
aireraft carrier that now seems admirable and that would be
built if we were to complete our program up to the tonnage
limit by 1935 would be obsolete,

It might be that cruisers, although new, would be obsolete by
reason of new and more recent developments, as, for instance,
improvements that may be suggested by the two ships that are
being built by Germany. It may well be that the submarine will
become s0 yulnerable by reason of devices for their location that
no nation will want to continue their use from that point of
view alone. The delegates from the United States to the con-
ference would then be in position of serapping new ships in
order to replace them by more efficient ones or else seeing our
Nation possessed of obsolescent craft, though but a few years
old, while other nations, who may have chosen to be more con-
servative in the matter of building under the limitation pro-
vigions or who may have chosen to defer replacement, would be
in position to build at that time new craft of the latest and
approved tonnage.

Pursuing this same thought, may I now direct the attention
of the House to a somewhat similar situation that might be em-
barrassing if a rush program of naval construction in all cate-
gories were to be adopted by reason of the provision of the
treaty were a nation to find itself compelled to build new ton-
nage to meet tonnage upon the part of some nontreaty power
that might threaten security.

I do not believe that such a contingency will arise, but were
it to develop, a program of moderation in bullding would permit
the United States to take needed advantage of such contingency
under building that would be permitted within the so-called
“ escalator ” provision of the treaty, that would be more nearly
in harmony with our national needs, and which we might not
take if we felt that we had excessive tonnage in other types.

NEED FROM THE STANDPOINT OF DEFENSE

The limitation provision of the treaty should give the United
States and every other nation the privilege of laying down
construction programs in line with the actual defense needs of
the respective nations. Indeed, this has been the final inter-
pretation, in spite of propagandists, upon the less exacting lan-
guage of the Washington treaty. France and Italy omitted to
lay down two battleships each. Why? DBecause national needs
did not require them to assume this enormous expense. The
United States and all the other powers have been most con-
servative in their aireraft-carrier construction programs, not-
withstanding authorization of the Washington treaty, because
national defense did not require the enormous outlay of money
upon ships of this type. Oh, some one will say the reason delay
was possible was because nations were waiting to take advan-
tage of new improvements. This does not answer the question.
The fact remains that had there been national need all of the
nations would have proceeded upon the basis of the known
facts and would have built aireraft carriers of the types that
they were permitted to build. More than that, if nations may
feel that new construction programs are not required, as would
be required through a mandate, but that the limitation features
give discretion to nations as to time and tonnage within those
limitations, nations will have regard for what other nations are
doing in construction programs in the several categories. If
nation A sees that nation B is following a conservative policy,
nation A may wish to follow that policy. On the other hand,
if nation A sees nation B constructing ships up to the limit of
the possibilities under the treaty, nation A will do likewise.

In 1817 there was adopled by the United States and Great
Britain a treaty known as the Rush-Bagot treaty, which defines
the rights of the respective powers to maintain eraft upon the
Great Lakes and Lake Champlain. It provides that upon Lake
Champlain each nation may retain 1 eraft of 200 tons; upon
Lake Ontario each nation 1 craft of 200 tons; and upon the
other Great Lakes, which at that time were connected from the
standpoint of navigational facilities, 2 craft of 200 tons each.
That treaty is in force to-day. But we do not have such craft
upon Lake Champlain and Lake Ontario and the Great Lakes
as contemplated by the treaty; neither does Great Britain.

The fact of the business is, common sense was applied in the
interpretation of the treaty, and actunl living conditions under
the treaty have made it possible for a relationship of the high-
est good will and accord to exist between the United States and
Canada—a relationship that does not need armaments and naval
craft to justify or to make more secure. Indeed, here is a re-
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lationship that would be rendered less secure by craft upon the
Lakes that separate these two mighty powers and by forts and
garrisons and officers and men throughout the other 2,000 miles
of boundary line between the Aflantic and the Pacific.

The illustration is significant of what can occur under the
London treaty. Under that treaty we are looking forward to
another conference in 1935. It will aid further naval reduc-
tion if, when 1935 may be reached, nations may not find them-
selves with navies of new craft that they would need to de-
stroy in order to obtain reductions in tonnage in the several
categories. More than that, a conference would be more ready
to approach the question with five or six years of international
cooperation looking to the lessening of the burdens of arma-
ments and the removal of causes for war than if, upon the
approach of the conference, all of the parties thereto will be
armed eap-a-pie to the extent that they would be permitted to
do if they took advantage of every grant of authorization under
the London treaty.

Finally, from the standpoint of good business, from the stand-
point of strategy, as we shall sit down to the next conference
table we ought to regard the limitations within the London
treaty as a privilege rather than a mandate; a privilege that
will permit the United States to be conservative in later pro-
grams of new construction work, to iron out an even load of
construction in her navy yards, to take advantage of the latest
that may be devised by our people or the people of any other
lands in types or in features pertaining to efficiency, and that
will permit us to have a most effective voice in encouraging
still further reductions of naval armaments when it may be
demonstrated more definitely than it was at the London con-
ference that through international discussion and understanding
of the problems of nations differences may be settled and naval
and military burdens reduced.

I shall be glad to yield at this time to my colleague from
Illinois [Mr. BRITTEN].

Mr. BRITTEN. There are some things I would like to have
clarified. The gentleman, in concluding his remarks, opposed
the intent of the London treaty, as I understood it.

Mr. FRENCH. The gentleman must have misunderstood me.
I am for the London treaty.

Mr. BRITTEN. The gentleman inferred, in connection with
the treaty, that we should not build up to the treaty require-
ments. If he said that, is he talking for himself or the admin-
istration?

Mr. FRENCH. In anything I may say here, I shall express
my personal views.

Mr. BRITTEN, The gentleman is chairman of the com-
mittee and is in touch with the various departments, particu-
larly the department having to administer this particular bill,
and is sapposed to express the sentiments of the department,

Mr. FRENCH. Would the gentleman say that that is what
he had in mind when he introduced his bill? [Applause.]

Mr. BRITTEN. I thank the gentleman for that thounght.
Yes; all the figures in my bill were received from the Secretary
of the Navy, every figure and every dollar in my bill authorizing
appropriations to meet the requirements of the London treaty.

Mr. FRENCH. Does the gentleman mean to say that it is
the thought of the administration that a bill along the lines
he has introduced, carrying all the obligations involved in the
money total, carrying the program of construetion up to the
limit—is that the policy the administration has approved? Does
he want the House to understand that?

Mr. BRITTEN. Yes, I do; and if that is not correct, then
the administration would never have agreed to the signing of
the London treaty. Where does the gentleman think I got that
mass of figures? They came from the Navy Department.

Mr. FRENCH. There are two questions—one question whether
or not the administration wants to build up to the limit of
the treaty, and another guestion whether the treaty may be
ratified with the thought of sound discretion in our country to
build according to the national needs.

Mr., BRITTEN. That is what the gentleman is contending
for, and I agree with the gentleman that Congress ought to
build up to the national needs as they appear from time to time.
That is correct.

Mr. FRENCH. And the gentleman says the national needs
demand the gross tonnage that we can build at any time in all
categories.

Mr. BRITTEN. No; the gentleman does not say that and he
does not mean it. The gentleman means this—that we are

carrying on the high seas to-day about seventeen thousand mil-
lion dollars’ worth of commerce per annum, We think that com-
merce is entitled to the same protection that the British com-
merce Is entitled to all over the world. It does not make any
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difference whether our manufactures are carried in Dutch, Ital-
ian, British, or American bottoms—they are entitled to the same
measure of protection. The difference between the gentleman
and myself is that the gentleman has suggested to the House
that while we have made an agreement in London for tonnage
and certain categories, it is not necessary to live up to it.

Mr. FRENCH. What I tried to impress upon the House is
the problem of determining whether or not we should build up
to treaty limitations regardless of national needs, or if national
defense permit, pursue a conservative eourse for the next five
Years and have regard for the economies involved. .

Mr. BRITTEN. That is true, and does not the gentleman
believe that the President of the United States had that very
condition in mind when he agreed to this treaty in London?

Mr. FRENCH. I should hope he had in mind the thought
that I have outlined, rather than the thought that seems the
implication from the gentleman's statement, and the gentleman’s
bill, which I understand he is about to introduce.

Mr. BRITTEN. I have already introduced the bill. It is
based on figures received from the department, and the types
of ships of the various categories, as specified by a chart that
was very, very carefully prepared by the Navy Department,
which indicates to my mind that the present administration
has every intention in the world of living up to the require-
ments of that treaty, and I hope that it does. The gentleman
and I will not argue the treaty any further, but let me ask the
gentleman another question to clarify his remarks.

The gentleman stated in his remarks that a certain appropria-
tion had been recommended for the second group of five cruisers,
but of ‘course we will not immediately require all 10 cruisers,
but only 7 for the time being, and then the last 3 will be ap-
propriated for in 1933, 1934, and 1935. In his remarks the gen-
tleman said that the amounts which should have gone to all
5 were transferred to the remaining 2. I am wondering if that
is correct.

The CHAIRMAN.
hour.

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I shall proceed for 10 min-
utes more. I want to be understood as saying that for the
second bloe $200,000 of new money was carried in the estimates
that came from the Budget for all five.

Mr. BRITTEN., The gentleman said $400,000 awhile ago.

Mr. FRENCH. That would include $200,000 carried over
from this year's money, a total of $400,000.

Mr. BRITTEN. For the second bloc?

Mr. FRENCH, For the second bloc. When the treaty indi-
cated that three of the cruisers would be postponed until 1933,
1934, or 1935, it was the thought of the committee that since the
amount of $400,000 would be adequate only to begin construc-
tion, whether of two or of five, we let the aniount remain in the
bill and apply it upen the commencement of two.

Mr, BRITTEN. So that the entire $400,000 then will go
toward the commencement of two of the seven?

Mr. FRENCH. Yes.

Mr. BRITTEN. Then the gentleman suggested that section
21, the escalator section, might not give us a free hand if we
built up more or less to our limits under the treaty. The gentle-
man did not mean that, did he?

Mr. FRENCH. Oh, yes; I meant exactly that., Under that
provision of the treaty it would be all right to build up in the
ships that would be constructed by the other nations.

Mr. BRITTEN. But in addition to everything else ecarried
in the treaty?

Mr. FRENCH. Yes, in addition to everything else; but if we
had been so unwise as to build up to the topmost figure of every
category, it might be that we could not approach the question
of building still further just to keep up with the Joneses, be-
cause we had already exhausted so much money in building up
in other types where we have the privilege of building, but
which would not be modified by the escalator provision at all.

Does the gentleman realize that when we built the destroyers,
for instance, following and during the World War, we did not do
that to please ourselves, but did it because we were part of the
forces that were at war upon one side of a question against the
Central Powers? Other nations were equipped in such a way
that they said, “ You are the nation that ought now to build
destroyers.” We built them and we built them in twice the ton-
nage that we needed, and I want to aveid any such necessity as
that if we should find ourselves—which I think we shall not—
confronted with the question the gentleman raises.

Mr. BRITTEN. The escalator section, 21, provides very dis-
tinetly that any building made necessary by that section will be
in excess of building provided for gemerally in the treaty.

Mr, FRENCH. That is true.

The gentleman from Idaho has used one
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Mr. BRITTEN. It also provides that if England should de-
termine she needs 30,000 to 40,000 tons of subchasers to chase
French submarines, in that event we are permitted to build up
to 30,000 or 40,000 tons of ships, but they must be subchasers.

Mr. FRENCH. That is right.

Mr. BRITTEN. How does the gentleman figure our hands
are tied in building through the general categories, when every-
thing connected with this section 21 will be in excess of all
other building anyway?

Mr. FRENCH. If the gentleman wants to assume that be-
cause we may have invested a billion dollars or more in new
ships all at once, that we then are willing to invest still more
hundreds of millions in other craft we do not need under the
“escape section,” of course, it would be possible for us to do it
under the treaty; but what I say is that we would have a freer
hand, from an economic standpeint, from the standpoint of the
Treasury, if we do not find ourselves built up to the limit of all
the categories.

Mr. BRITTEN. I get the point. The gentleman’s point, as I
see it, is this: That if we were not built up in the various cate-
gories, instead of taking advantage of this excess building an-
thorized, we could go and build up in the categories where we
already had a deficiency.

Mr. FRENCH. With the same amount of money we eould do
just that. We either could do that or we could build any type
that would be built by the nation taking advantage of the
escape clause. It is a question of finances.

Mr., BRITTEN. I understand that. The gentleman will
agree with me that the London conference was brought about
with a view to provide parity at least between Great Britain
and the United States on the sea.

Mr. FRENCH. Two questions, of course, were dominant in
the minds of the people representing our Government. One was
the question of parity, to which the gentleman from Illinois
refers. The other one was the fixing of limitations, the ques-
tion of stabilizing the tonnage in such a way as to remove
rivalry ; and still another, which is part of the second, reduc-
tion of tonnage.

1 make that statement having in mind the eardinal statement
made by the President of the United States in his Armistice Day
speech of last November, that reduction of tonnage could not
be too low for us.

Mr. BRITTEN. That statement is satisfactory to me. We
have been working together here happily for a number of years.
On the question of reduction, I am sorry the conference did not
go deeper into the cruisers and other types. Now we are con-
fronted with the question of a proper national defense, and the
question of whether or not we are actually going to have parity
with England. The gentleman’'s remarks were generally framed
in a spirit of conservation and economy. I have that same
spirit, too. But, on the other hand, I also have a spirit that
desires equality on the high seas with any other nation. In
other words, I do not believe the United States, with its financial
power, its social power, and its political power, should be sat-
isfied with a second-class navy.

Mr, FRENCH. Would the gentleman's position be modified
if he saw Great Britan was following a moderate policy?
Would the gentlem.ms position be modified if he would recog-
nize that?

Mr. BRITTEN. Yes, we should modify it.

Mr., FRENCH. Then, does not the gentleman think Great
Britain will react in like measure toward the United States,
and does he not think that what is done in the Congress will be
reflected in the British Parliament? If we follow moderation
in building programs under the London treaty, I am satisfied
Great Britain and Japan will do the same thing.

Mr. BRITTEN. I must recall what transpired at the Wash-
ington conference as a matter of history. The gentleman from
Idaho himself was there, and I know I was down in the Daugh-
ters of the American Revolution Building when Balfour, repre-
senting King George, came over here and slapped himself on the
chest and in that characteristic manner of his, and turning to
Secretary Hughes, said, * The spirit of this 5-5 agreement, ap-
plying only to ships of the first line, will be carried down to the
various eategories.”

Then he went back to England and what happened? They
immediately started the construction of the greatest ecruiser
program the world had ever seen.

In connection with this London conference I may say also
that it is not a question of spirit but a question of agreement.
We ean not lead Great Britain into disarmament, and we can
not lead Japan into disarmament by ourselves taking the lead.
That is a false policy. We must have a Navy second to none
on earth, a Navy commensurate with our position in world
affairs, if we would induce naval limitation., So long as we are
inferior there will be no honest attempts at disarmament,
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Mr. LANKFORD of Virginia. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRENCH. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. LANKFORD of Virginia. I am greatly indebted to the
gentleman from Idaho for his full discussion and the opening
up in such a wonderful way of this entire subject. The gentle-
man referred to the work load in the yards. Could the gentle-
man say whether his committee has at this time considered the
advisability of appropriating money this year for modernizing
the three remaining battleships so that they can take the place
of those that are in the yards now, when they are completed
next February?

Mr. FRENCH. I do not understand there is authorization
for such a program. It is not a matter that has been before our
committee at all. 3

Mr. BRIGGS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRENCH. 1 yield.

Mr. BRIGGS. Will the gentleman state succinctly to what
extent the London naval treaty is reflected in the present appro-
priation bill, in dollars and cents; by what amount which
otherwise would be carrled in this bill, but for the London
naval freaty?

Mr. FRENCH. I thlnk the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Bricee] must have been out of the Chamber at the moment I
spoke upon that subject. I said that as to new work, we are
just on the threshold of the program on the second block of
five cruisers and the third block of five cruisers. Therefore, a
small amount of money was included in the 1931 bill for both
blocks as the bill came from the Budget.

The $400,000 included for the third block of five cruisers was
eliminated from the bill by the committee. The share that
would have gone to three of the five cruisers of the second block
was diverted to two other ernisers of that block, since we will
not need to appropriate for the three until some four years from
now. With regard to other money that will be affected, if the
treaty shall be ratified, that money can be subtracted by the
administration when the administration will be in possession of
such facts such as date when ratification may be made. We do
not know to-day whether or not the treaty will be ratified. If
ratified, then battleships may come out, and moneys may be
saved in personnel, in fuel oil, in engineering, in construction
and repair, and in a variety of ways. It is the same with regard
to submarines and other craft.

Mr. BRIGGS. That is the information I wanted to elicit from
the gentleman.

Mr. ARENTZ.

Mr. FRENCH. Yes.

Mr. ARENTZ. I think the gentleman has stated what various
newspapers throughout the United States have stated as well,
that one effect of the London treaty is that there has been a
specific tonnage stated as to the several categories in the pro-
gram ; but there is a difference, and a most decided one, between
the gentleman from Illinois and the gentleman from Idaho.
The gentleman from Idaho believes that to build up to the limit
would result in this, that in 1936—when we will have another
conference in London—there will be nothing to offer in the way
of saying, “ Here, we do not want to scrap ships but we do want
the limitation of armaments cut down to what it is now.” The
gentleman from Illinois believes we should build up to the limit
so that in 1936, following out the policy of President Hoover, we
can have a curtailment of construction but we will scrap ships
in doing so.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Idaho has
again expired.

Will the gentleman yield?

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I
may desire to use. First, I want to congratulate the gentleman
from Idaho, the chairman of the subcommittee, on the excel-
lent statement he has made in explaining this bill. He always
makes a good statement, but 1 believe this is the best one I
have ever heard him make. [Applause.] In addition to that,
I want to congratulate him on his defense of the treaty that
came out of the London conference, which we hope and assume
will be ratified by the Senate.

The people of this Nation should feel grateful to President
Hoover and the delegates who represented our country in the
London Naval Conference for what they have managed to
accomplish. Our plenipotentiaries were Ambassador Charles G.
Dawes, Secretary of the Navy Charles Francis Adams, Senator
Joseph T. Robinson, Senator David A. Reed, Ambassador Hugh
Gibson, and Ambassador Dwight W. Morrow. To each of these
distinguished gentlemen, in my judgment, the Nation owes a
debt of gratitude. [Applause.]

While the treaty may not be all that we had hoped for, it is
the basis for a wonderful start in the right direction, particu-
larly if it shall not be construed to impose an obligation to
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build up to the limits fixed in the several categories, irrespective
of our actual needs or what other nations may do.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. AYRES. Yes.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. It seems to me the language of
the treaty itself reinforces the argument made by the gentle-
man from Idaho and the argument the gentleman is making,
that it is not to be implied that we are under any mandate or
obligation to build up to the maximum of tonnage in any
category that may be allowed by the treaty.

Mr. AYRES. That is correct. L

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I find in the treaty that it is twice
stated that the right of replacement is not lost by delay. It
is evidently contemplated by those who negotiated the treaty
that any particular nation might fall far short of building
up to the maximum.

" Mr. AYRES. The gentleman is eorrect.

Moreover, it lays a foundation for greater achievements at
the next conference. I might say millions of people of this
Nation were hoping that the spirit expressed in President
Hoover'’s Armistice Day address on the 11th of last November
would prevail at the London conference, and that there would
be an agreement reached by the Nations for an actual and
immediate reduction of naval armament.

While it is true that under the provisions of the London
treaty there will be but little reduction in the allowable gross
tonnage in naval armaments, there will be the next best thing,
and that is a definite limitation in naval construction in all
categories, which, after all, is an achievement not accomplished
by any other conference in the past. If the provisions of this
treaty are carried out in response to the dictates of our national
needs, it should mean, instead of naval appropriations increas-
ing each year by leaps and bounds, that there will be a halt in
the upward trend and ultimately possibly some reduction. I
think I voice the sentiment of this committee when I say that
the committee as a whole believes in adequate preparedness for
this Nation at all times and in every particular, but we have
looked forward to the time when some action would be taken by
the nations, burdened with large and expensive naval establish-
ments, to stop competitive naval building programs.

I trust none of you will become unduly alarmed over what
we hear of a billion-dollar building program, mostly replace-
ment, In the first place, had there been no London conference,
it wonld have been necessary for us in time not only to build
replacements of all existing tonnage but to add new tonnage
according to the programs of other governments. In replace-
ment tonnage the treaty does save us the enormous expense that
ultimately would confront us of replacing some 76,000 tons of
destroyers and approximately 35,000 tons of submarines. As to
‘additional 6-inch gun eruiser tonnage, all but 23,000 tons is off-
set by the five of the fifteen 10,000-ton cruisers which we are not
to build under the terms of the treaty. Now as to the need to
replace our existing destroyer tonnage, let me tell you that only
recently we replaced 58 destroyers in commission with an equal
number which had been in reserve.

As to these destroyers the Chief of the Bureau of Construc-
tion and Repair has told us that their expected life would be
something like 10 or 12 years. So that to say that the treaty
will be responsible for a billion dollar building program does
not conform with the facts. The treaty aetually permits a sav-
ing in replacement construction and occasions no additional ex-
pense beyond 23,000 tons of 6-inch gun cruisers and possibly
some other light cruiser and large destroyer tonnage under
certain optional provisions of the treaty, as to the cost of which
it would be rather previous even to hazard a guess.

If nothing had been acconrplished at the London conference,

we would have expected the Budget for the Naval Establish-
ment in the near future to have imposed demands annually rang-
ing from $3500,000,000 to $600,000,000; and when the replace-
ment program is taken into consideration touching all types, I
hesitate to say just what the annual draft might have been.
. Mr. Chairman, this is not all by any means, but it should be
sufficient to show where we are drifting; and if the conference
succeeded in making a treaty that will limit future naval con-
struction among the nations its work should be applauded as a
great and wonderful achievement.

We did not feel that it would be appropriate to anticipate
ratification of the treaty and make reductions on such an as-
sumption, However, the naval appropriation measure now
under consideration reflects a saving or reduction of $400,000,
traceable, perhaps, to the treaty, but in reality as being unneces-
sary at this time irrespective of the treaty. The amount re-
lates to the construction of the third increment of five 10,000-
ton cruisers, which we do not feel should be commenced during
the coming fiscal year should the treaty not be ratified, because
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of our desire to avoid an uneven work load in Government and
private yards.

The removal of three capital ships from the active list, as
provided by the treaty, should reflect an annunal saving of at
least $4,000,000. I only wish it had been possible for the dele-
gates to have reached an agreement to have retired all 18 of
the capital ships, The postponement of their replacement, how-
ever, is a good omen and I confidently look to their complete
elinrination when another conference shall convene. With the
advent of the airplane and the development of the submarine,
a ship less vulnerable and possessing more speed and greater
maneuverability, will be the capital ship of the future in my
Jjudgment. !

Postponement of capital-ship replacement does, however, re-
lieve us from the burden of carrying out the Washington treaty
which provides that, beginning with the year 1831, the United
States would be required or permitted to lay down 10 capital
ships prior to 1937 at a total estimated expenditure up to 1937
of $281,250,000.

I am in hopes that by the time we get ready for the next
conference all of the countries will be won over to the idea of
a further limitation of armament. I am confident the results
of the London conference will contribute to the realization of
this wish.

I repeat, the people of the United States should be profoundly
grateful to President Hoover and the delegates who represented
our country at the conference just adjourned. [Applause.]

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. AYRES. For a question.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. I wanted to ask the gentle-
man if he really believed the battleship is to continue to be
an important factor in the naval program of the nations of the
erlzrth,?in view of the development of the submarine and the air-
plane

Mr. AYRES. I will say to the gentleman from Louisiana
that I do not, and I have so expressed myself in the remarks
I just made. If I did not, I intended to do so.

Mr, WAINWRIGHT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. AYRES. I yield.

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. T would like to ask the gentleman, so
as to clarify the atmosphere somewhat for those who have not
given as much attention to this subject as members of the com-
mittee have, what this matter of parity means?

Is the parity contained in the treaty a mere privilege or do
we derive from it an implication that it is to be the test of the
naﬁtm_}al defense to which we intend to come up to and build
up to

Mr. AYRES. I think this Nation should build up to where
it is necessary for its own needs in the way of a navy regard-
less of whether it may be on a parity with Great Britain,
France, or any other country.

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Then the gentleman thinks the matter
of parity is really immaterial?

Mr. AYRES. I would not go that far.

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. It raises no serious obligation and no
serious implication on the part of this country to come up to the
standard of parity set up in the treaty?

Mr. AYRES. My position is that there is no serious obliga-
tion on the part of this country to be on a parity with other
nations, I am only expressing my own individual opinion.

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. I was asking the gentleman his con-
ception of the term “ parity ” as used in the treaty and not so
much for his own personal view.

Mr. AYRES. I do not find that the term “ parity” is used
anywhere in the treaty.

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. It is used very much in the discussion
of the treaty.

Mr. AYRES. That may be, but the gentleman asked my
conception of the provision in the treaty with reference to the
matter of parity. .

Mr. SABATH. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. AYRES. I yleld to the gentleman.

Mr. SABATH. For weeks I have read in various newspapers
reports of the activities of the London conference and in each
and every instance I read of the wonderful saving that this
conference would bring about to the Nation. I am informed
this bill carries the tremendous appropriation of $377,000,000.

Mr. AYRES. Yes.

Mr. SABATH. About $14,000,000 more than we appropriated
last year. Can the gentleman explain where the saving is
coming in or how the adminstration has saved these tremendous
sums that are given out by the press from time to time as
having been saved for the taxpayers of the Nation?

Mr. AYRES. I may answer the guestion by asking the gen-
tleman one. Would the gentleman expect a treaty that has not
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been ratified, a treaty that has been agreed upon within the
last week or go, to be reflected in an appropriation bill that
was reported out within the last few days? What we are con-
templating is that it will be reflected in the appropriation bills
of the future, and undoubtedly it will be. The gentleman from
Idaho explained to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Brices]
that the only real saving, if it may be called a saving, in the
present bill is $400,000, and the gentleman explained the reason
for that, as did I in the early part of my remarks, We could
not expect, I will say to the gentleman from Illinois, that a
saving would be reflected in this bill at this particular time by
reason of the treaty.

Mr. SABATH. Answering the gentleman, I may say I was
led to believe that the reporting of this bill was being delayed
for the purpose of ascertaining whether the London treaty
would be of such a nature as to provide a certain saving in the
future and at the same time to see whether or not the enormous
apppropriation that had been asked could be reduced. There-
fore 1 was under the impression when the bill was reported a
few days ago that the committee had taken into consideration
this fact and was hopeful that in reporting the bill it would
not be necessary to Increase the appropriation by $14,000,000
more than was appropriated last year.

Mr. AYRES. I will say to the gentleman that the committee
did not have the idea in holding back the reporting out of this
measure that the London conference would necessarily reflect
immediate savings. There were other considerations, I might
say, that influenced the course of the committee,

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from Louisiana two
minutes.

Mr, O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen,
I rise largely for the purpose of getting information through
the elaboration of a statement that has been expressed here
to-day.

Ofycourse, the common thought on this subject throughout
the country is that the London conference was called for the
purpose of reducing naval expenditures. I do not know that
any different interpretation of the conference has been arrived
at by those in a position to make such an interpretation. Evi-
dently there is a good deal of conflict of opinion upon it. The
gentleman from Illincis [Mr. Brrrrex], who has given the
matter a great deal of thought and study, is evidently under
the impression it will make for a program upon our part that
will approximate $1,000,000,000 within six years. This is at
variance with the thought there would be a reduction as a
result of this conference.

However, the thought that is in my mind is that for years
there have been two schools of thought with reference to the
necessity of the battleship in a naval program. I believe the
thought that it is no longer, in the picture, or that it no longer
would serve a country in any great naval conflict, has been
daily expressed by the Hearst newspapers. I mention this not
doubtingly, because in all probability these writers have inves-
tigated the subject and have given it considerable thought,
and while they express their views rather strongly still this
sthool of thought, I suppose, has its chief proponents in the
Hearst newspapers., In view of their large circulation and the
vigorous manner of their advancing a proposition and the
intellectuality of the editorial staff, these mewspapers are a
force in American affairs that have te be considered and
reckoned with,

I am wondering whether the gentlemen present here who
have had to do with appropriations and with aunthorizations
are in a position to express a viewpoint as to whether or not
the battleship is slowly but inevitably fading away from the
picture and that in the future cruisers, submarines, and air-
planes will form the most formidable and the most important
part of our naval program.

If the submarines, for instance, are to form an important
part in the naval program, it has occurred to me that recently
I had the honor of attending a meeting of the Committee on
Naval Affairs, of which I was formerly a member, and at this
meeting the chairman of the committee, the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. BritTEx], absolutely demonstrated to the satis-
faction of every one present that if there be an art or crafts-
manship in submarine construction that art is absolutely lack-
ing in this country.

Mr. BRITTEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Yes.

Mr. BRITTEN. The gentleman is not quite correct in his
statement. We are building submarines now. We are building
some very good submarines, and the remark that the gentleman
has in mind is evidently based on a question that the chairman
of the committee asked a rear admiral who was before the
committee, as to whether or not we were building as good sub-
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‘marines as were built in any country of the world, and the
admiral replied that he did not think we were.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. That is practically stating
what I said a few minutes ago, that if it is an art or craft
we are not as well up in the art or workmanship as other
nations. I believe that was substantially the answer to the
gentleman from Illinois,

But the thought uppermost in my mind is that the program
apparently does not contemplate any new construction from
the battleship standpoint,

Mr. BRITTEN. No; it does not, prior to 1936.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. I was under the impression
that the sea conflict at Jutland had demonstrated that the
battleship is no longer a formidable part of naval armament
of any country, and that the great battleships that are prisons
for the men who are upon them and operate them are in-
evitably going out of the picture and will give place to the sub-
marines and to probably the most formidable of all instru-
mentalities of war—the airplanes. g

Mr. BRITTEN. The Battle of Jutland was fought by some
45 first-line ships. Not one of those ships was struck by a
torpedo from a submarine, and no aircraft of any kind took
part in that engagement. Germany, France, and England had
literally hundreds of airplanes, bombers, and pursuit planes,
and they had submarines. But no airplanes or Zeppelins took
part in the battle, and no torpedo was fired from a submarine
that touched a single battleship.

The best naval experts of Germany, England, France, Japan,
and the United States state that up to date the backbone of the
Navy is the battleship.

The gentleman refers to the Hearst papers; and, probably
Mr. Brisbane, who says that a hundred airplanes flying over a
battleship could destroy it; but the first question to be asked
is: How are the airplanes going to reach the battleship on
the other side of the ocean? They haye to come across on an
airplane carrier, and airplane earriers have to be protected;
and the best expert advice that we have is that the battleship
is still the backbone of the Navy.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Louisiana
has expired.

Mr. AYRES. I yield the gentleman five minutes more.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. I rose for the purpose, largely
as the result of a very amiable but spirited conversation with
my good friend from Hawaii, Delegate Houstoxn, this morn-
ing in respect to the value of battleships. He is a strong pro-
ponent of their value, as is the gentleman from Illinois. I was
under the impression-that at the Battle of Jutland the battle-
ships had to be surrounded and protected. The battle did not
decide anything at all, and during the time they were getting
ready they had to be surrounded and protected.

Mr. BRITTEN. The gentleman suggests that the Battle of
Jutland did not decide anything; it decided once and for all
that Great Britain held the supremacy of the seas,
th:[r. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. But Germany did not contest

t.

Mr. BRITTEN., When the German Navy came out to chal-
lenge the British fleet it was demonstrated that Great Britain
ruled the seas.

Mr, O'CONNOR of Louisiana, I do not think the supremacy
of the seas was questioned before, and therefore the battle did
not decide it. Like the Battle of Blenheim, from old Kaspar's
viewpoint, * Tt was a famous victory,” except that as a result
of the controversy that has raged all around it since the Battle
of Jutland was fought, many experts evidently do not know
whom to give the victory which was barren of any real ac-
complishment. However, I wish to thank the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. BrirTEx] for embellishing my few remarks with
the information that he has placed within them, and the geners:
ous manner in which he yielded to my request for that knowl-
edge concerning our Navy and its needs, with which matters he
is thoroughly informed as a result of long and thoughtful con-
sideration.

Mr. AYRES. Mr, Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. EsLick].

Mr, ESLICK. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of the
committee, for a short time I shall speak in behalf of House
bill No. 8979, now pending before the Military Affairs Com-
mittee. It is a bill authorizing the appropriation of $150,000
for the improvement of the Meriwether Lewis National Monu-
ment, for the restoration of the tavern, once located therein,
for use as a museum, and for other purposes. The Meriwether
Lewis National Monument, or Park, is located in Lewis County,
Tenn., about 70 miles southwest of Nashville, and where Cap-
tain Lewis is buried. 1
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I know the story of the Lewis and Clark expedition is more
or less familiar to you, yet I want to recall something of Cap-
tain Lewis’s life, with its melancholy ending. I want to re-
hearse some of his many achievements, and what it meant to
our country. Upon his record, I shall ask that his final rest-
ing place be cared for by the Government he served so well.

Capt. Meriwether Lewis was born near Charloitesville, Va,,
August 18, 1774, and he died at Grinder's Tavern on the old
Natchez Trace, on the night of October 11, 1809, in what was
then Hickman County, Tenn., but is now Lewis County—a
county named in honor of the great explorer.

He was only 35 years of age when he died. His was an active
life and one full of achievement. He was a captain in the
Regular Army, Secretary to President Jefferson, commander of
the expedition to Oregon in 1803-1806, and Governor of the
Louisiana Territory at the time of his death,

He was of good ancestry. His mother’s people, the Meriweth-
ers, were of the highest standing and among the first families of
Virginin. One of Lewis’s uncles married Betty, the only sister
of George Washington. He was Private Secretary to President
Jefferson and relinquished this high position to head the Oregon
expedition.

While only a part of his work, the name and fame of Captain
Lewis rests largely on the Lewis and Clark expedition to the
Northwest. Captain Lewis left Washington City on July 5,
1803, He first went to Pittsburgh and Philadelphia. Finally he
went overland from Louisville to 8t. Louis, arriving in Decem-
ber, while Capt. William Clark went down the Ohio River with
the boats and the men who were to make up the expedition.

When Toussaint I'Ouverture, born a slave in Africa, with his
wild and disordered followers wiped out the trained troops of
Napoleon in Santo Domingo it changed the Emperor’s plans
with respect to his holdings in the Western Hemisphere. Trou-
bles were plentiful at his own door. Before him stood Leipzig,
Austerlitz, Wagram, and finally defeat and disaster at Water-
loo. It was necessary that Napoleon dispose of his American
possessions. There were two imperative reasons. It was too
far from home and he needed the money for it.

President Jefferson bought this Territory from Napoleon for
$15,000,000, The purchase was confirmed by Congress October
17, 1803, some months after the contract of sale and purchase
was entered into by the French Emperor and the American
President., The French colors went down and the Stars and
Stripes were raised over the newly acquired land on December
20, 1803.

If you will look at the map showing the 48 States of the
Union, you will see that it is divided into three parts, each
practically of the same size; that body of country lying to the
east of the Mississippi River—with the Louisiana Purchase as
the central part of the United States; and then the States to
the west of the Louisiana Purchase, forming the western part,
or third. The Louisiana Purchase touched neither ocean, and
for only a short distance it bordered the Gulf of Mexico. It
extended from the mouth of the Mississippi in the Gulf of
Mexico to British Columbia, This was the greatest land sale
in human history., Eight hundred and eighty-three thousand
and seventy-two square miles, or 565,166,080 acres were con-
veyed to us. Its boundaries were loosely defined. Neither
Napoleon nor Jefferson knew the correct boundaries, nor the
approximate description of this land. In faet, no one could
state them correctly or with exactness. :

Almost two months after Jefferson contracted for the Loui-
siana territory, he planned the expedition, and asked his secre-
tary, Captain Lewis, to take charge of it, On June 20, 1803, Presi-
dent Jefferson gave written directions to Lewis, It is a lengthy
paper with many and comprehensive instructions. Briefly, its
purpose was to ascertain what we got under the Louislana
Purchase; to learn something of the territory lying to the west
of it, with the Pacific Ocean as an outlet. He was directed to
learn of the peoples inhabiting the territory from the Mississippi
to the Pacific coast, their habits, occupation, the climatic condi-
tions, and the kinds of =oil. Whether the land abounded with
minerals, and so forth. Special attention was given to the
water courses, beginning at the mouth of the Missouri River
and ending on the western coast,

The real expendition started from the mouth of the Wood (Du
Bois) River, opposite the mouth of the Missouri River in the
State of Illinois on May 14, 1804, and it reached St. Louis on
its return September 23, 1806, consuming in this part of the
expedition, 2 years 4 months and 9 days. The trip was made
in crude craft by water and on foot from the mouth of the
Missouri River to the mouth of the Columbia River, a distance
of 4,135 miles, or a total of 8270 miles, through a vast wilder-
ness among unecivilized people. The soldier of fortune was the
only representative of the white race who had preceded Lewis

RECORD—HOUSE May 9

and his party. The expedition was through a land inhabited
by savage Indian tribes, The forests were full of wild animals.
This journey covered more than 8,200 miles, every foot of which
was through an unfriendly and hostile country, beyond the
reach of aid from friendly hands; a history-making journey, full
of the greatest of human hardships, The full party consisted of
45 men. Of this number, in the spring of 1805, 16 men left the
main party at the Mandam towns and returned. But one death
occurred in the party. Sargent Floyd died August 20, 1804,
and is buried in Sioux City, Iowa, out on the beautiful river
bank known as Floyd's Bluff. A $20,000 monument marks the
traveler’s final home. The United States contributed $5,000 to
this monument.

A journey from St. Louis fo the Pacific is a short trip now.
This is the day of the steam car, the electrical age, the auto-
mobile, and the airplane. But when Lewis and Clark made
their path-finding expedition it was even before the day of the
horse and wagon. Farther back than that—there was no cov-
ered wagon, with its oxen, and if these had existed there were
no roads for travel—not even a trace through the forest wilds.
It was, indeed, a charge into no-man’s land—looking out upon
the star of hope, with an abiding faith in Him who guides the
destiny of men, that these brave souls wrote a chapter of pio-
neer history in achievements that will continne to grow in im-
portance as the years go by. In fact, men and events are not
measured in their day—but by the historian and the generations
of another age.

Capt. Meriwether Lewis, in the great Northwest, was the
pathfinder and the first evangel of the white man's civilization.
What did this expedition cost the Government?

It will amaze you how little the Lewis and Clark expedition
cost the Government. Lewis made his own estimate. Let me
read it to you: ;

Mathematical instruments________ $217
Arms and accouterments extraordinary. 7 E 81
Camp equipage____________ S DRy
Medicine and packing_ b5
Means of transportation 430
Indian presents—_ . L) 606
Provisions extraordinary. S5, ey o 224
Materials for making up the various articles into portable packs_ 55
For the pay of hunters, guides, and interpreters_ . ________ 300

In silver coln, to defray the expenses of the party from Nash-
ville to the last settlement on the Missouri 100
Contingencies 87
Total 2, 500

A total of $2,500. Why in 1899-1900, for the use of the United
States Geological Survey, upon which the old Powell-Wheeler
and Haden surveys were merged, Congress appropriated $834,240,

What of the West and Northwest then? And now? Then,
the Mississippl was the western limit of civilization. St. Louis
had only 925 people, and there was not a State west of the Mis-
sissippi River. In that vast body of land from the Mississippl
to the Pacific coast there was not a single Senator or Represent-
ative in Congress, while east of the river were 34 Senators and
more than 80 Congressmen. It was a vast body of land. The
Louisinna Purchase was larger than continental Europe. It
had no city or town of size except St. Louis. The hand of
civilization had barely touched the primeval forest. From this
great wilderness has been carved the States of Arkansas, Mis-
souri, Iowa, Nebraska, North and.South Dakota, nearly all of
Louisiana, Oklahoma, Kansas, Wyoming, Montana, about two-
thirds of Minnesota, one-third of Colorado, and a part of Texas.

The Oregon territory was a key situation to the United States.
The claim of the United States to this territory was based on
the discovery of the Columbia River in 1792 by Capt. Robert
Gray; the Lewis and Clark expedition of 1805-6, the Astorian
settlement of 1811, and finally in 1819 the title of Spain was
acquired. It is said that the real foundation of our right to
the Oregon territory was based on the discoveries and the
travels of Lewis and Clark in the expedition of 1805-6. The
great West and Northwest were covered by the Lewis and Clark
expedition. The territory between the Louisiana Purchase and
the Pacific and the Gulf was directly affected by this incursion,
Our domain west of the Mississippi is within itself a great
empire, with its limitless wealth and resources; with its bil-
lions of capital invested in agriculture and lands and industrial
enterprises; with its millions of population, its many happy
homes. That territory now has a representation in the Senate
equil to, and in the House far larger than, the rest of the
Union when Captain Lewis lived. Before the Lewis and Clark
expedition the great area west of the Mississippi River pro-
duced no revenue for the Government. It was a lability in
taxation and open to invasion. To-day it is an important part
of the great Union, with immense wealth and population. In

taxes it is pouring millions of dollars into the Federal Treas-
ury, and from its livestock and agricultural productions it could
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feed the teeming millions of the world. By the Oregon bound-
ary settlement we got 183,386,240 acres of land rich in fertility
of soil, timber, and mineral resources.

Ex-President Coolidge is soon to write a 500-word history, to
be carved on Mount Rushmore, 8. Dak., in letters so large it
can be read 3 miles away.. This history will cover eight
epochs in our history. Four of these, either directly or indi-
rectly, bear the guiding hand or impress of Meriwether Lewis
and his expedition. They are the Louisiana Purchase of 1803,
annexation of Texas in 1846, the Oregon boundary settlement
in 1848, and the admission of California in 1849, and for 120
years, Meriwether Lewis, America’s greatest explorer, the first
of our hardy pioneers, who made the official survey of our public
domain in the Northwest, “America’s nnsung hero,” has slept in
a lonely grave in the old Natchez Trace in the woodlands of
Lewis County, Tenn., spending there the long, long night in
death while the Government he had served so well forgot him.
The students of American history make their pilgrimages there,
and in the quiet woodland they find the grave, over it a little
broken shaft of limestone erected by the State of Tennessee in
1848 at a cost of $500.

THE MERIWETHER LEWIS MEMORIAL ASBOCIATION

The Meriwether Lewis Memorial Association is a voluntary
organization. It is not incorporated and is without endowment.
This body took up the work of caring for the tomb of Meriwether
Lewis with such donations as were made by individuals. A
big-hearted, generous citizen of Maury County, Mr. Clint Moore,
owned the land around the grave; he donated it, The State
bought 250 acres of adjacent land, and this 300-acre tract was
deeded to the United States. The deed was accepted by Presi-
dent Coolidge and he declared the park the Meriwether Lewis
National Monument. For the last three or four years it has been
under the charge of the War Department. The superintendent
of the Shiloh National Park has charge and supervision of it.

Until 1925 the Federal Government did not notice the Lewis
burial place—never spent a dollar in marking or beautifying
the grave of the patriot who had aided so much in extending
the western boundaries of the United States from the Missis-
sippi River to the Pacific coast. .

John Trotwood Moore, the historian and novelist, Tennessee's
sweet singer, was the first president of this association. When
he died P. E. Cox, State archmologist, succeeded him. The
board of directors are among the highest and best of our splen-
did citizenship. It is composed of P. E. Cox, Samuel H. Hinton,
Hugh Lee Webster, Frank A, Goodman, T. J. Petway, Charles
Grossman, William W. Pollock, Dr. J. J. Reavis, and Gen.
Claude Boyd. None of these men have received a penny
compensation, They have contributed their own funds. It
has been a labor of love in paying tribute fo the memory of
this great pioneer American.

BUICIDE OR MURDER?

May I not say a few words about the tragic death of Captain
Lewis? It may interest you. It will probably never be known
as a certainty whether he died by his own hand or was mur-
dered. He was Governor of the Louisiana Territory at the time
of his death. He was on his way from St. Louis to Washington
to report to the President, He carried 4 trunks, 2 with public
documents and 2 with personal and private papers and property.
He had two servants, one a Spaniard and the other a negro.
A Mr. Neely, the United States Indian agent at Memphis, was
with him until the day before his death, when he stopped on
the way looking for some lost horses, and was not with Captain
Lewis when he died.

Lewis was following the old Natchez Trace. He came to
Grinder’s Inn, or tavern, about sundown. He asked to spend
the night. This tavern was the first house on entering the
white man’s land and the last going from Nashville into the
Indian territory. Lewis stopped to spend the night of October
11, 1809, The servants went to the barn, about 200 yards away,
to sleep. Joshua Grinder apparently was not in when Lewis
arrived. Only Mrs. Grinder and Polly Spencer, the white cook,
were there., Captain Lewis either suicided or was murdered
that night. Most historians have accepted the suicide theory.
This is largely based on the letter of President Jefferson to
Paul Allen, of Philadelphia, doubtless based on rumors and
sgecondhand information, and especially on the unbelievable story
of Mrs. Grinder, told to the ornithologist, Alexander Wilsom:
Mrs. Grinder told Wilson that Captain Lewis shot himself twice;
that she heard him in his struggles calling for help and to heal
his wounds; that she could see that a part of his skull was
blown away. She said that he begged that they would shoot

and kill him,

*  As against the suicide story and sustaining the murder view
there is abundant evidence. Governor Lewis was known to have
a large amount of money with him, and only 25 cents was found
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after his death. His private trunks were taken; in which he
kept his will and many family heirlooms, jewelry and trinkets,
and these were not recovered by his family for many years—
as I remember, it was 35 years after his death.

James D. Parks, of Franklin, Tenn., a student of Lewis's
career, was deeply interested in knowing the real facts of his
death. He made first-hand investigation and inquiry. He prob-
ably came nearer getting the correct information and real facts
of what happened on the night of Captain Lewis's death than
any other person. He gives splendid authority for his opinion
and belief that Lewis was murdered. In 1891 he had an inter-
view with Mrs. Christiana B. Anthony, who lived a short dis-
tance from where Lewis died, and she knew Polly Spencer, an
intelligent young white woman, who was the expert cook at the
Grinder Tavern and was in the tavern when Lewis was shot.

I ask unanimous consent to read into the Recorp Mr. Parks's
statement, which I believe to be the authentic story of Lewis's
death. It is reliable and eonclusive that Lewis was murdered
and did not die by his own hand. I read from pages 69, T1, and
72, volume 1, Olin D. Wheeler's The Trail of Lewis and Clark:

It has always been the firm bellef of the people of this region that
Governor Lewis was murdered and robbed. The oldest citizens now
living remember the.rumors current at the time as to the murder, and
it seems that no thought of suicide ever obtained footing here. The
writer recently had an interview with Mrs. Christina B. Anthony, who
lives some 2 miles from the Lewlis grave and has lived all her life of
77 years in the neighborhood. She says that old man Grinder kept a
“gtand " for travelers on the Natchegz Trace. Polly Spencer, whom she
knew well before her death about 40 years ago, was a hired girl at
Grinder's when Governor Lewis was killed. Polly had often told the
circumstances of the murder so far as she personally knew them.

She was washing dishes in the kitchen after supper with some of the
females of the family when they heard a shot in the room where Cap-
tain Lewis was sleeping. All rushed into the room and found him dead
in his bed. Captain Lewis, being fatigued from his journey, had retired
immediately after supper. His only companion, she said, was a negro
boy, who was attending to the horses in the barn at the time. Old
Grinder, who was of Indian blood, was at once guspected of the murder,
ran away, was captured at Cane Creek, brought back and tried, but the
proof not being positive, he was relensed. Only 25 cents was found on
the person of Captain Lewis after he was shot.

01d Grinder soon afterwards removed to the western part of the State,
and it was reported in his old pelghborhood had bought a number of
glaves and a farm and seemed to have plenty of momey., Before this he
had always been quite poor.

Mrs. Anthony says the people always believed that old Grinder killed
Mr. Lewls and got his money. B8he had never heard of the theory of
sulcide until the wrlter mentioned it to her. Mrs. Anthony was a
young married woman, boarding with the father of Polly Spencer when
Polly told her these circumstances. Mrs. Anthony thus heard an ear
witness, so to speak, relate the story of the murder, which is pretty
direct evidence. She Is a bright, active, and intelligent old lady, and
has for many years kept the little hotel at the hamlet of Newberg,
the county seat of Lewis County, which is just 2 miles east of the
monument.

Others living in Lewis and adjoining counties have been conversed
with, who remember the general belief at that time, that Grinder killed
his guest for the purpose of robbery. He must have observed that
Captain Lewis was a person of distinction and wealth; that he was
almost alone, and that he probably had money with him. It seems
incredible that a young man of 35, the governor of the vast Territory
of Lounisiana, then on the way from his capital to that of the Nation,
where he knew he would be recelved with all the distinction and con-
gideration due his office and reputation, should take his own life. His
whole character is a denial of this theory. He was too brave and con-
scientious in the discharge of every duty, public and private; too con-
spicuous a person in the eyes of the country, and crowned with too
many laurels to cowardly smeak out of the world by the back way, a
gelf-murderer. This idea was doubtless invented to cover up the double
crime of robbery and murder, and seems to have been the only version
of his death that reached Mr. Jefferson and other frlends in Virginia.

Maj. William J. Webster, dean of the Columbia, Tenn.,
bar, quite an aged man, was born and reared within a mile and
a half of where Lewis died. He has devoted much work and
thought to Lewis's history. He knew a number of people who
lived in that section when Captain Lewis died, and he often
heard them discuss the tragedy. He told me that it was uni-
versally believed in that community that Captain Lewis was
brutually murdered for the purpose of robbery. The theory of
suicide was not heard there for many years. That Captain
Lewis was murdered and robbed was an accepted fact.

The State of Tennessee appropriated $500 for a monument to
Lewis. This monument, aged and broken, stands above the
grave on the edge of the old Natchez Trace. The Lewis monun-
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ment committee of the Tennessee Legislature, in its report to
the general assembly in 184950, says:

The impression has long prevailed that under the influence of disease
of body and mind—of hopes based upon long and valuable services—not
merely deferred, but wholly disappointed—Governor Lewis perished by
his own hands. It seems to be more probable that he died by the hands
of an assassin.

THE NATCHEZ TRACE

The Natchez Trace, in which Captain Lewis is buried, is
within itself historical. It stretched through the primeval for-
est like a ribbon of moonlight. It was the first road in America
. built wholly or in part by Federal labor and money. By treafy
with the Indians, while in command at Fort Adam, General
Wilkinson established a road through their territory. Post rid-
ers carried the mail on the Natchez Trace, and were killed by
the Indians as far back as 1790, The opening of this road was
done under the immediate direction of Capt. Robert E. Butler
and Lieut. B. P. Gaines. They had Indian guides and 10 com-
panies of men in the laying out and the opening of this Indian
trace as a post road.

For many years neither Tennessee nor Mississippi, nor the
counties of either State, contributed labor or money for the
maintenance of this road. It was maintained purely as a Fed-
eral road.

THE LEWIS PARK

Just a few words about the Lewis Park. It is about 12 miles
from the Andrew Jackson Highway, the great arterial highway
leading from the Lakes to the Gulf. The Lewis and Clark High-
way runs west from the Andrew Jackson Highway by the Lewis
Park and cross the State of Tennessee to the Missouri State
line. Other States are being asked to name the intersecting
highways leading to the Pacific coast the Lewis and Clark
Highway.

The old tavern is long since gone., The only building there
is a small office erected since the War Department took charge.
A little work has been done on the roads within the park and
in beautifying the grounds where the broken shaft stands above
the grave of Captain Lewis.

Congress has many, many times honored our immortal and
heroic dead. Only a short while ago, Congress gave a million
dollars to honor the memory of George Rogers Clark, a brother
of Capt. William Clark, second in command of the Lewis and
Clark expedition. This was right. I make no complaint. I be-
lieve in honoring the memory of the dead who honored and
served their country while living. Ours is a land of memories,
because it has its heroes, and these heroes have written lasting
pages of world history. Meriwether Lewis was one of them.
Among the foremost in our history, in fact in all the ages. I
shall not believe that Congress will withhold from his memory

this modest tribute—a just tribute to “Ameriea’s unsung hero.”

[Applause.]

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MorTox D. HULL].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, what is the great lesson that comes from the con-
ference in London? There may be many lessons, but there is
one outstanding lesson, as I view the history of that interesting
gathering. And that lesson is that you can not have naval
reduction withonut security or without assuring to the con-
tracting parties a sense of security, and that you can not give
a sense of security in the present world without political agree-
ments, and that political agreements imply the sanctions of
force. The sanctions of force are implicit in all social order,
and this is true in the relation of nations to each other as in
the relation of the individual member of society to his fellow
men. I am aware that this conclusion runs comtrary to the
prevailing American popular attitude expressed by Mr. Hoover
in his Armistice Day speech of last November:

European nations have, by the covenant of the League of Nations,
agreed that if nations fall to settle their differences peaceably, then
force should be applied by other nations to compel them to be reason-
able. We have refused to travel this road. We are confident that, at
least in the Western Hemisphere, public opinion will suffice to check
violations, This is the road we propose to travel.

Public opinion—that is, the mass opinion of the community—

" is an enormous force in our social order. None the less, we do
not dispense with a police force because of the reasonableness
of the public opinion of our particular neighborhood. We may
live in a community of 10,000 people and have only four or five
policemen. This is a tribute to the reasonableness of the com-
munity in which we live. None the less, we do have those four
or five policemen. And this is because there is a criminal
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fringe in all society that makes it impossible to dispense wholly
with a police force, even though only a small police force. All
we have said with referemce to the community in which the
individual lives is as true of international relations—of the
society of nations as it is of the society of individuals. Per-
haps it is more true. For the conflict of men against men,
according to the primitive law of the jungle, in the society
of individuals has long since been outlawed by civilized society.
Public opinion does not tolerate it. Therefore the police power
may be small. But the concept of a society of nations in which
war has been outlawed is new and untried. We are slow to
accept it. Nations are distrustful of each other. They have
distinet recollections of past betrayals, and there still survive
enough of those leaders of our national life who, while doing
lip service to the idea of the outlawry of war, carry the oppo-
site idea in their attitudes, so that we still feel their influence
and fear our fellow nations. Foreign nations see the United
States building a colossal navy at the same time that we are
proposing a reduction of armaments, and immediately after we
have ratified the Kellogg pact. They see us too, or at least they
see some of our statesmen, claiming the present existence of a
doctrine of the freedom of the seas inconsistent with the doc-
trine of the outlawry of war, Naturally, our good faith is
questioned.
_ On the other hand, we see the dictator of a great Mediter-
ranean power use the language of conquest to his people. We
are forewarned by such speech. Indeed, we see in all of the
nations enough of the survival of the jingo spirit to make us
hesitate in the venture of disarmament. And others watching
us are forewarned by what they feel to be a military attitnde
on our part. And so fear still exists, Can it be wondered that
some of the nations at the London conference insist on the idea
of security as a necessary prerequisite of the reduction of naval
force, and on the idea of political agreements as the basis of
such security?

Let me read togou this statement from a distinguished leader
of some years ago. ' I will tell you who it is when I have
finished the gunotation:

From the international standpoint the essential thing to do is effec-
tively to put the combined power of civilization back of the collective
purpese of civillzation to secure justice. This can be achieved only by
a world league for the peace of righteousness, which would guarantee
to enforce by the cembined strength of all the nations the decrees of a
competent and impartial court against any recaleitrant and defaulting
nation.

The gentleman I have quoted from was a realist of the first
water as well as an idealist. He was Mr. Theodore Roosevelt.
[Applause.]

Mr. FRENCH.

.Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. SeLvic] such time as he may desire.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota is recog-
nized. :

Mr. SELVIG. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the RBcorp

The CHAIRMAN. Is there
gentleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. SELVIG. Mr. Chairman, I desire to invite the attention
of the House of Representatives for a brief period to-day to the
future policy of the United States with respect to the Philip-
pines. There is a growing feeling in this country that a definite
decision regarding the Philippines ought to be made at an early
date. I share in that feeling.

The House Committee on Insular Affairs should give earnest
study to the several bills before it, report out a measure that
the committee approves, and thus place the problem squarely
before the House for final action.

I am willing to concede, at the outset, that the problem pre-
sents difficulties. All who have given it some thought and study
will agree there are many phases of the Philippine independence
problem which must be carefully considered before Congress
expresses its judgment by voting on this important question.

The proposal to grant independence to the Philippines has re-
cently been exhaustively discussed in committee hearings con-
ducted by the Senate, The facts brought out during those hear-
ings are available to all. For that reason I shall not review the
historical facts which can be adduced in favor of Philippine
independence. They have already been presented. I shall not,
either, for lack of time and because they, too, are fully discussed
in the hearings referred to, restate the numerous reasons, his-
toric, moral, and humanitarian, which can be urged in behalf
of independence.

1 have requested the opportunity to-day to present briefly the
economic side of this problem. I desire to add my testimony to
that of the leaders of our national farm organizations and of

objection to the request of the
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my colleagues in the House of Representatives and elsewhere,
who see in the continuation of the present relationship between
the Philippines and the United States a serious menace to our
domestic agricultural interests.

I do not omit the important facts that can be presented show-
ing the historical and moral reasons for granting Philippine in-
dependence, because I consider them to be of less importance
than the economic side of the argument. Far from that. In
fact, I consider the moral reasons paramount. I omit them
solely because they have been fully and conclusively presented
heretofore and because testimony fortifying these reasons is
available in many official documents of our Government.

EXPORT TRADE OF THE PHILIPPINES

The increasing amount of duty-free importations from the

Philippine Islands to the United States, of copra, coconut oil,
and of sugar, which make up the bulk of these imports, can
best be realized by studying the volume of export trade from
the Philippines, :
- In 1900 exports from the Philippines to the United States
aggregated 129 per cent of their total exports. The average
for 1900 to 1908, inclusive, was 32 per cent. In 1900, the year
free trade between the Philippines and the United States was
established, the exports increased to 4217 per cent. Ten years
later it was 50 per cent, and in 1927 the United States received
74.59 per cent of the Philippiné products.

As to whether there will be a large increase in the future
of imports to the United States from the Philippines, I can
only rely upon the testimony which has been presented upon
numerous occasions and in great detail by competent students of
the potential productive capacity of the Philippines. These men,
who have first-hand knowledge of the situation, state that the
Philippines are capable of very wide expansion of agricultural
production beyond that which exists at the present time. In
the future there will be, they aver, an expansion of agricul-
tural and lumbering operations there to many times the present

olume.

Y EXPORTS INCREASED 570 PER CENT

Philippine exports to the United States increased from one-
seventh of their total exports in 1900 to three-quarters of their
fotal exports in 1927. These figures indicate what may be ex-
pected in the future if the present duty-free privilege is con-
tinued. While this country receives a large proportion of other
commodifies, the United States is the sole market for all the
coconut oil produced in the Philippines.

I realize that the present uncertainty as to what the United
States will finally decide shall be done with the Philippines may
result in slowing up current development. If it is determined
that trade relations with the Philippines are to be continued on
the present free-trade basis, we can confidently expect a ire-
mendous expansion in exports to the United States. American
capital seeking to benefit by low-priced labor in the Philippines
would seek new fields there for development and exploitation.
There can be no reasonable doubt as to this.

It is not my intention to present in elaborate detail the situ-
ation as I view it. I do, however, desire to take the time to
make the situation clear with respect to sugar imports and the
importation of vegetable oils from the Philippines.

IMPORTS OF SUGAR AXND OILS

The production of sugar in the Philippines increased from
204,402 tons in 1898 to 740,987 tons in 1928. The sugar imported
to the United States from the Philippines in 1927 aggregated
473,674 long tons. The ratio that the imports of sugar from the
Philippine Islands bears to the total consumption of sugar in
the United States is therefore of such magnitude at the present
time as to seriously affect the domestic sugar-beet industry. I
shall later submit detailed figures in support of this fact.

FUTURE PRODUCTION

Notwithstanding assurances that the sugar industry in the
Philippines ean not and will not be greatly expanded, the evi-
dence seems quite positive that great areas are available for
sugar plantations. Add to that an abundant labor supply from
nearby countries, in ease the supply of labor in the Philippines is
insufficient, and it requires no great stretch of imagination to
forecast a greatly increased production of sugar there,

In fact, one very eminent authority states that the Philippine
sugar industry will have a maximum potential production -an-
nually of approximately 1,000,000 tons 10 years from now,
assuming that the present free-trade relations between the
United States are not disturbed. .

EUGAR IMPORTS

According to information compiled by the United States Tariff
Commission, the Philippines imported free into the United
States for the calendar year of 1928 sugar worth $46,873,000,
which was 224 per cent of the total value imported from all
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countries, including the Philippines, into the United States and
40.5 per cent of the total value of all commodities imported from
the Philippines into the United States.

COCONUT-PRODUCTS IMFPORTS

The report further shows that they imported during 1928
into the United States $43,969,000 worth of coconut products,
which was of the total value imported into the United States
from all countries, including the Philippine Islands, 100 per
cent of coconut oil, 72.6 per cent of copra, 76.9 per cent of coco-
nut meat, desiccated, and 79.2 per cent of coconut oil cake or
meal, which total coconut produects imported into the United
States from the Philippines were 38 per cent of the total value
of their produects imported into the United States.

The Payne-Aldrich Tariff Act of 1909, which gave duty-free
entry into our ports to most of the products of the Philippines,
limited the duty-free importations of Philippine sugar to a
maximum of 300,000 tons per annum. From that time on the
importations have increased to 473,674 long tons in 1927,

Now, let us look turther into the copra and ecoconut-oil indus-
tries. From the figures presented in a letter dated September
30, 1929, to Senator WiLiam E. Boram by the two able Resi-
dent Commissioners from the Philippines we find, as taken from
the Summary of Commerce of the Unifed States, that the
Philippines shipped into the United States 185,427,931 pounds
of copra during the seven months ending July 31, 1929,

IMPORTS DURING 1628

For the year 1928 there were the following imports to the

United States from the Philippine Islands:

Pounds
O t-oil eake. 22, 743, 466
C t-0il meat 46, 695, 592
Cane sugar. 1, 150, 030, 515
Copra 371, 889, 394
Coeonut oil 290, 636, T02
Tobacco —— P 3, 7246, 967
Cigars 2,574,138

The importation of copra from the Philippines to the United
States in each of the years 1927, 1928, and 1929 has been more
than 300,000,000 pounds. The importation of coconut oil from
the Philippines to the United States has increased from 281.-
654,000 pounds in 1927 to 411,936,213 pounds in 1929,

GRAVE MENACE TO DAIRY INTERESTS

The magnitude of these Importations constitute a grave
menace to the domestic dairy interests. It furnishes a substan-
tial reason why the demand for Philippine independence is sup-
ported by the dairy groups of the United States. Their plea is
for protection against this vast flood of oil which menaces the
domestic oils and fats industry. Unless adequate protection is
afforded, the domestic dairy industry and the oils and fats in-
dustries will be ruined. It is well understood that, regardless
of whether there is free trade or not, copra will continue to be
exported to this country. The dairy farmers demand a pratec-
tive tariff on these importations.

Right here I wish to insert as a part of my remarks testimony
given by Mr. Charles W. Holman, of Washington, D. C., repre-
senting the National Cooperative Milk Producers’ Federation,
the American Cotton Growers' Exchange, and the National
Livestock Producers’ Association, when he appeared before the
Senate Committee on Finance and testified with reference to
imports from the Philippine Islands. Mr. Holman testified as
follows :

Ihe ofls and fats problem, as we have told the committee several
times, constitutes the largest single competitive problem that American
farmers have to face in the pending tariff legislation. About $148,-
000,000 worth of these oils and fats come into this country every year.
Only about $603,000,000 of products come in that compete with agriecunl-
tural products of the farmer, Of that the Philippines send to us a
considerable quantity. They send to us about 508,000,000 pounds of
coconut oil—that is, of oil content, ”

Mr, Holman was referring to the last figures, which apply to
the year 1927, and stated that this was coconut oil plus the
coconut oil in the copra.

I wish also to refer to the fact that this coconut oil is a com-
petitor with the dairy farmers, Mr. Holman states in his
answers to the Committee on Finance the effect of coconut oil
on the Ameriean farmer :

Senator BinGHAM. Are the dairy farmers interested in what goes into
oleomargarine ¥

Mr. HoLMAN. Very deeply, sir. Oleomargarine is a great competitor
with 835 to 88 score butter, and there is a differential usually——

Senator BiNgHAM. Do you care whether it is made of coconut oil or
cottonseed oil?

Mr. HoLmax, Yes; we do. As a matter of fact, Senator, we would
prefer to have it made from a domestic product, because then it would

. help our brother farmers in the southern section of the counfry and
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tend to stop what is now a rather serious problem to us, namely, the
increase of dairy cows in this country.

Senator BixgaAM. Coconut was developed as a food product, but I
never knew that cottonseed was intended as a food product.

Mr. HoLmaN. Cottonseed oil is one of the best edible oils in the United
Btates.

Senator CoNNaLLY, Most of your * olive o0il " made up in Connecticut
is made out of cottonseed oil. [Laughter.]

Senator BixemAM. You should not give that away. [Laughtet.]

Mr. HoLmaN, I shall have to find those figures a little later for you,
Benator. I shall be glad to file them.

Benator SiMMONs. Originally almost all of the oleomargarine was
made out of cottonseed ofil ?

Mr. HornMmAN. Originally ; yes. It is something over 160—I should
bhate to give the figures here without referring to the statistics,

Senator CovuzExs. They are all in the record, are they not?

Mr, HoLMmaN. They are all in the record, however; and they show
that at the present time only fround 20,000,000 pounds of cottonseed ofl
is used in oleomargarine, whereas in the older days considerably over
150,000,000 pounds were used; and at the present time about a quarter
of a billion pounds of coconut oll goes into oleomargarine making. The
facts are that the prices of coconut oil do effect the prices of cottonseed
oil and the other oils and fats in this country.

The United States ean produce a plentiful supply of vegetable
oils right here in our own country, even if all importations
from the Philippines were shut out. Overproduction of dairy
products in the United States seems imminent. The constantly
increasing flow of Philippine vegetable oils greatly aggravates
the danger which confronts our dairy farmers.

In a speech which I gave in the House of Representatives on
.. March 2, 1929, the necessity was stressed of giving considera-
tion to protecting our domestic producers from the vast volume
of vegetable oils flowing into the United States from the
Philippines.

Let me quote from that speech:

The acquisition of the Philippine Islands 30 years ago, a close student
of our agricultural industry recently said, is costing the American
farmers at least $150,000,000 this yenr. These figures are conservative.
Others say that the real cost is several times that much.

PHILIFPINE IMPORTS

I stated a few minutes ago that coconut-oil production in the Philip-

pines now runs around 1,000,000,000 pounds per year, and that half of
this is shipped into the United States. In this country coconut oil re-
places American farm-produced oils and fats, pound for pound, and
forces the higher-priced American prodocts out of the United States
into the cheaper foreign trade. This coconut oil goes principally to the
soap and oleomargarine manufacturers and thus competes with the
producers of lard, butter, cottonseed, soybeans, peanuts, flax, and even,
to some extent, wit_h corn,

Of the 575,000,000 pounds imported In 1927, 88 per cent came from
the Philippines.

How does this vast importation affect the American farmers? One
had but to listen to the testimony presented before the Ways and
Means Committee to learn of this. All the witnesses were agreed
that bringing 575,000,000 pounds of vegetable oils into the country
simply takes away the market from 575,000,000 pounds of olls and
fats produced on American farms, or almost 10 per cent of all the
farm oils and fats in the United States.

As was stated in a recent study of this problem, the native who
harvests coconuts in the jungles of Luzon is thus a considerable
factor in holding down prices of hogs in the Middle West, of soybeans
in Illinois and North Carolina, of cotton and peanuts in the South,
of flax in the Northwest, and of dairy products all over the United
States. At least T5 per cent of all the farmers in the Nation are
affected in a substantial way by this form of competition.

VEGETABLE-OIL IMPORTS ARE INCREASING

What will happen in 5, 10, or 15 years hence? The producers of
the country have a right to ask this question. This we know: The
Philippine coconut industry is expanding at a tremendous rate. It is
estimated that within five years the Philippine coconut-oil production
will be above 1,600,000,000 pounds and above 2,000,000,000 pounds by
1939. Something must be done to stop this flood of ofl.

The tariff on vegetable oil will be of no avail unless it is applied
to oil coming from the Philippines, as well as to oil produced in foreign
countries. This was also emphasized in the speech on the tariff which I
gave on May 6, 1928,

‘These duty-free imporis place our dairy and livestock farm-

ers in direct competition with the labor of the Philippines and |

the Orient. The vast profits of the capitalists who exploit this
cheap labor are well known. That their labor costs are low
is shown by the following fizures, showing daily minimum wages
paid in the Philippines. The following table is for the year
1922;
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Wages paid in the Philippines
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Daily minimus

%grk‘ull:l.tt‘al laborers
Embroiderers
Fishermen -
Hatters.
Lumbernren
Miners._
Printers
Sawyers
\lnsons and bricklayers
Mechanics
B]acksm[ths__..___-_-
Unclassified laborers

As was stated at the outset, my remarks would be too long if
I enumerated the historic, moral, and humanitarian reasons for
granting independence fo the Philippines. I must confine myself
to the economic side of the case, but want it distinctly under-
stood that too great weight and prominence ecan not be given
the other factors.
GROWING DEMAND FOR INDEPENDENCE

There has been a widespread interest in the Philippine inde-
pendence question during the past year. As you will recall, it
was given considerable consideration during the progress of the
debate on the tariff bill in the Senate. On September 16, 1929,
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoraH] stated the situation so
concisely and logically that I wish to call the attention of the
House to one paragraph of his speech:

I am not going to discuss the Philippine question to-day, but it
comes in here for consideration, because the Amwerican farmer at this
time is carrying the entire load, from an economic standpoint, of the
Philippines. I have wondered if the Philippines were produecing manu-
factured goods as they are capable of producing agricultural products
and were sending those manufactured goods into the United States,
whether there would be the same egquanimity among our friends as to
giving free trade to the Philippines that there is at the present time?
Duties can be levied as may be seen fit, and levied upon sugar, but the
beet-sugar industry will disappear if it is compelled to fight the free-
trade importations of the Philippines. Over 600,000,000 pounds of coco-
nut oil and copra are imported each year into this country. These
things come In- conflict with the American producer, and so far as the
bill goes they are left to compete with the Philippines upon a free-trade
basis. It may or may not be a factor for this bill, but it is an
element which enters into the picture of the ‘condition of agriculture
accentuating all the more the necessity for giving protection where it
is possible to give it.

The logic of the argument of the Senator from Idaho is
irrefutable.

DAIRY FAEMERS ARE HIT

The present market for duty-free Philippine imports conflicts
most severely with the market which a large group of our own
people, the farmers, desire. Their real argument is that the
Philippine market here interferes with the market of a large
number of our own people in this country.

The movement to effect Philippine independence must not be
allowed to drag until some indefinite time in the future. Every
year of delay will fasten the present economie status and make
it more difficult to secure a change. If the free-trade basis is
permitted to continue for 20 years longer it will make the Phil-
ippine independence a political impossibility.

On the other hand, it will be necessary to grant a reasonable
period of time before an independent resolution would take
effect. The people of the Philippines should be allowed time in
which to get ready for the new relationship which will involve
necessary economic adjustments.

PRESS DISCUSSES INDEPENDEXNCE

Newspapers and the press generally have given much space to
the discussion of the Philippine independence problem during
the past year. On December 27, 1929, the Minneapolis Tribune
published an editorial, “The Philippine issue grows warm
again,” which states the situation so clearly and logically that
I desire to include it with my remarks:

THE PHILIFPINE ISSUE GROWS WARM AGAIN

The eastern press is professing great indignation because Representa-
tives from dairy and sugar-beet States are demanding that the Phillp-
pine Islands be given their independence. The efstern commentators
hold up their hands in horror at the idea of permitting agricultural
considerations to become involved in a question of national policy.

We quite agree that the Philippine question is one which should be
decided on its merits. We quite agree that it should be studied in all
its aspects. But we see no reason for “ strafing” the dairy and sugar-
beet people because they wish the subject discussed. It is natural for
people whose economic Interests are adversely affected by a particalar
arrangement to ask for a thorough examination of that arrangement.
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Congress can do no less than to make an audit of the Philippine
situation.

The Tribune is unable to see where the Philippine adventure has, in
the national sense, vindicated itself. Qur pational policy is pretty well
summed up in the Monroe doctrine. The doctrine puts a rather arbi-
trary wall around the Western Hemisphere. We forbid outsiders to
climb over that wall, we expand within the limits of the wall, and we
do not ourselves venture much beyond the wall. That, in essence, is
the national policy. We belleve it to be sound. An island power like
Britain no doubt had something to gain by picking up remote possessions
all over the globe. But a policy which might be all right for an insular
power like Britain might be all wrong for a continental power like the
United States. It is our belief that if this country were offered the
British Empire as a gift the wise mode of procedure would be to refuse
it. We see nothing but grief in remote overseas adventuring.

The acquisition of the Philippines, in the first instance, represented
a break with the well-established Americean policy. The Monroe doc-
trine does not encourage us to imitate the British policy of spreading
out over the seven seas. On the contrary it is a pretty plain mandate
to Americans to keep their activities confined to the Western Hemisphere.
And that mandate only conforms to the dictates of common sense,
What would happen if the United States were offered Bulgaria, for
example? Americans would immediately declare that we had no busi-
ness in the Balkans, and that the sensible thing would be to keep out
of them. With our Haitis, our Nicaraguas, and our other inescapable
problems, we have trouble enough in our own hemisphere. Why travel
abroad and gratuitously saddle ourselves with more vexations?

It was probably national vanity that induced us to take over the
Philippines. The words “ Pacific power” has a lordly sound, and the
word * empire” has a hypnotizing effect upon many individuals. But,
g0 far as the Tribune can see, the United States ceased being American
and * went British " temporarily when it first involved itself in the
Philippines. We have no more business in the Far Bast than we have
in the Near East.

We entered upon this Philippine adventure cautiously and timorously.
We were careful to explain that we intended to stay in the Philippines
only a short time. During the 30 years that we have been in the
Philippines our policy has been one of bewilderment and befuddlement.
Were we an empire-minded people we should simply have announced
to the world another annexation and let the matter go at that. But
we didn’t know gquite how to behave. We were imperialistic and non-
imperialistic at one and the same time. We were reluctant to admit
that we intended to keep the Philippines, and equally reluctant to fulfill
our pledge regarding their independence. Throughout the Philippine
adventure we have been Americans using a British accent. The result
is we have been neither consistently American nor consistently British.
Our policy has been a hybrid policy. We didn't want to go forward;
we were in too deep to wade back.

As time went on the United States found itself confronted with a
serious domestie problem, namely, the decline of its basic induostry,
agriculture. It also discovered that Philippine agricultural activity
was injurious to American agricultural activity. Specifieally, oleomar-
garine is a low-priced competitor of butter; and cheap coconut oil im-
ported from the Philippines is a favorite element in the manufacture
of margarine. Minnesota, the leading butter State in the Union, could
not but be adversely affected by the competition. Right now oleomar-
garine s making serious inroads into the nmormal butter markets, Its
use is increasing at the rate of 50,000,000 pounds a year. Less butter
was received at the five major markets of America during 1928 than
during 1927.

For a considerable period no group of Amerieans was much interested
in the question of the Philippines. Recently the dairy people on ob-
serving that Philippine agricultural competition was hitting them
where they lived, began to take a lively interest in the topic. The
American Congress is sure to hear a great deal more about it during
the next few months,

We believe that an overwhelmingly strong ease is to be made out for
granting the Philippines their ic independ That is a differ-
.ent way of saying that an overwhelmingly strong case is to be made out
for putting an end to the existing free-trade arrangement, The Philip-
pines should have the right to levy whatsoever tariffs they pleased upon
importations from the United States; and the rates written into the
American tariff laws should apply to the Philippines exactly as they
apply to Canada or any other foreign country. We believe that that
much is owed both the Filipinos themselves and American agriculture.
Blunder though we believe the acquisition of the Philippine Idlands to
have been, we are not prepared to say that the immediate severance of
all political ties between the Philippines and the United States would be
advantageous to efther the islands or America. But we do not see that
that issue, at the moment, is pertinent. Ec ie independence should
precede political independence. The Philippine Islands should be allowed
to develop their commercial activities on the basis of an independent
nation. In no other way can they be fitted for political independence
when it iz ultimately accorded them.

Prompt action is necessary. Congress should give early atten-
tion to this problem.
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Congressman CHARLES B. TiMBERLAKE, of Colorado, has advo-
cated Philippine restriction of Philippine imports of sugar,
copra, and coconut oil as an immediate step pending action by
Congress for Philippine independence. In a recent statement
Mr. TIMBERLAKE said :

I am more than ever convinced of the necessity of some form of re-
striction on duty-free Philippine agricultural imports as a measure of
relief for American farmers. Producers of farm products in the islands,
under low wage and living standards, are damaging our farmers in the
United States market. "

Our present policy is one of drifting, although this country's honor is
pledged to give the Philippines their independence ultimately. Their
political status is not clearly defined; a date ought to be fixed for their
Ireedom. Sentiment favorable to such a course is rapidly growing
throughout the United States.

The Filipinos have already received at Uncle Sam’s hands more boun-
ties than they can ever hope to repay. But we must either turn them
loose soon or confront a most dangerous situation of competition from
them within the United States to the detriment of our people. At the
earliest favorable opportunity I will again renew the demand upon
Congress from farm organizations ¢f the United States for a solution
of this problem,

His resolution, House Joint Resolution 330, which was reintro-
duced on May 5, 1930, should be passed before Congress ad-
journs. It is imperative that this first step be taken now.

The farmers of the United States are aroused. They demand
action not only on the restriction resolution but also on the
question of Philippine independence. [Applause.]

Mr, AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr GArNER].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
I just came into the Chamber a moment ago, and I desire to
make a brief statement in order that the committee may know
something about the labors of the conferees on the tariff bill.

I understand that under the rules of the House you can not
tell what occurs in the eonference, neither is it permissible to
disclose what anyone says there as a member of the conference
or how their votes are cast. But I understand it is not entirely
out of order to recite the facts as to when the conference meets
and when it adjourns. So I will recite the fact that the con-
ference met at 2 o'clock this afternoon. The conference ad-
journed about 4 or 5 minutes ago—and it is now 10 minutes
of 3—until to-morrow morning at 10 o'clock.

The purpose of the conference in my opinion—and I think
that that opinion is well based on fact—was for the purpose
of giving an opportunity for a partisan conference—that is to
say, that 6 Members—3 Members of the House and 3 Members
of the Senate—might confer and agree upon what might be done
when the full official conference should meet again to-morrow
morning at 10 o'clock.

Now, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have
no complaint to make about that, but I will say that this bill
has been considered in more of a parfisan spirit than any other
legislation in the history of the country.

First, the bill was made up by 15 Republican members of the
Ways and Means Committee, and I shall put in the Recorp by
permission the States which they represent, so that the country
may understand just how the country as a whole is represented.
The Republican Members who made up the bill and the States
they represent are:

Hawley, Oregon ; Treadway, Massachusetts; Bacharach, New Jersey ;
Hadley, Washington; Timberlake, Colorado; Watson, Pennsylvania;
McLaughlin, Michigan; Kearns, Obio; Chindblom, Illinois; Crowther,
New York; Aldrich, Rhode Island; Estep, Pennsylvania; Ramseyer,
TIowa ; Davenport, New York; Frear, Wisconsin.

The bill was passed without an opportunity for a Democratic
Member to offer an amendment, although the rule provided that
members of the. Ways and Means Committee might have prefer-
ence in offering amendments authorized by that committee.
After considering only 4 of the 434 pages, or 82 of the 10,681
lines in the bill, it was passed by the House and sent over to the
Senate. The Senate gave it consideration from a partisan stand-
point ; that is to say, the Republican membership of the Finance
Committee considered the bill without giving the Democratic
members an opportunity to join in that consideration.

8o the bill was reported to the Senate, and it was considered
there, as bills ean be considered in the Senate, with a full and
free opportunity for every Member of the Senate to offer amend-
ments and an opportunity for every Senator to express himself
upon it, and to vote upon its various provisions which oppor-
tunity was denied the Members of the House.
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It was sent to conference, and after full and free conference,
as far as the Republican Members of the House would trust
their conferees, it was reported back. You declined to trust
your conferees on certain problems. You would not even take
their word for it, Mr. Speaker. You would not trust the gen-
tleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY]; you would not trust the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. BAcHARACH]; you would not
trust the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TreApway] and
take their word for what they would do. But you compelled
them, before you would intrust them with this piece of legisla-
tion, to agree to hring it back to the floor of the House with an
opportunity for you to look it over. They did that. What was
the result? The result is a reversal of your action on three
very important proYisions—sugar, cement, and shingles, Now,

after yon have voted on these and reversed them, you release.

them of all obligation to have a full and free conference on the
part of the House,

The Senate met day before yesterday and agreed to another
conference, and sent it back to the House, asking for an agree-
ment by the House. The House gave its consent and it went
back to conference. To-day we had this conference. It devel-
oped that again it is not a full and free conference. We can
not bring back a complete conference report. It is impossible
for your conferees to come to a conclusion because another hody
is not willing to trust their conferees, as yon were not willing to
trust younrs.

They have not even secured absolution from all further con-
sideration in the Senate, as to their promises as to what they
will do on certain amendments, The result was we were in con-
ference for three-quarters of an hour, and they finally resolved,
at the suggestion of the best politician in the conference, prob-
ably, that “we had better send the Democrats out and get
together and see if we ean not arrive at a partisan conclusion.”

They are over there now in conference, endeavoring to iron
out their individual differences, and. make up what in the
beginning you intended it to be, a purely partisan bill, without
any consideration of certain sections of the country, without
certain sections of the country being represented, without an
opportunity of having a voice even in the conference, but mak-
ing it up as a partisan bill.

I think this has never been done in the history of this country,
and the country does not believe in this kind of legislation. The
country does not believe you ought to exclude from considera-
tion in conference those you have delegated to perform that
duty in order that you may iron out particular differences.

Mr. Speaker, unless you and the gentleman from Connecticut
[Mr. TiLson] exercise your good offices and do it early, you are
not going to have any tariff bill. I do not think that is going
to hurt your feelings very much, Mr. Speaker. I do not know
how it is with the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr, TiLsox]
because he has gotten a great deal out of this bill, In fact, he
has sewed up all the fences in Connecticut and all the surround-
ing territory, and has secured increases on almost everything
from fish to battleships.

I just wanted to take this time, Mr, Speaker, to enter my
protest against the methods pursued in the formulation and
passage of this tariff bill. I do not believe it appeals to the
good judgment of the Republican membership of this House, 1
do not believe in your consciences and in your hearts, you believe
that it is the right thing, under our theory of government, to
exclude from the consideration of legislation, even to the extent
of a conference agreement, the entire minority side of the House.
In my opinion, it can not be defended.

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARNER. Yes.

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Is the sentiment the gentleman is
evincing that of jealousy because he fears this is going to be a
wonderfully popular bill, and that the Demoerats are going to
get the worst of it, because they are not permitted to be in on
the making of it?

Mr. GARNER. Well, I do not know, Mr. Chalrman, whether
the gentleman refers to advantage from a party standpoint
or advantage from the standpoint of the industries of the
country. But if he means advantage from a party standpoint,
I will say, sir, that I think the Democrats have the best of it
in this instance and we are perfectly willing to let the Repub-
licans have their way, but we do feel we have an obligation to
discharge; that we have been elected to Congregs by our con-
stituents, and it is our duty to serve them the best we can and
get the best legislation we possibly can from conference, from
the, House or from the Senate. We would be derelict in our
duty if we permitted you and your party organization to execlude
us entirely from the consideration of any legislation without
entering our protest, and especially in not permitfing us to
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have an opportunity to contribute what we can toward per-
(t;g;:lt_ing a very bad piece of legislation under the best of con-
itions,

Mr. DENISON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARNER. Yes.

Mr. DENISON. What particular difference does it make any-
way, if the Republicans are willing to assume the responsibility
of the bill, because the gentleman and those for whom he is
speaking intend to vote against it, and prevent it from becoming
a law if possible. So what difference does it make whether you
are taken into the conference for the purpose of helping write
the provisions of the bill?

Mr. GARNER. I would call the gentleman’s attention to
the fact that if he will examine the record made last
week he will find that his statement is not borne out. As I
recall—I do not have it before me, but I have it on my desk—
over 90 Republicans joined with the Democrats, over the protest
of their organization and against .the judgment of the 15 Re-
publican members of the Ways and Means Committee, and
adopted a policy with reference to certain items in this bill.

It is my duty to represent the minority members, and as long
as I am one of the conferees I am going to do my duty and pro-
test in each instance against the unfairness of it, the injustice
of it, the un-Americanism of it, and the parliamentary methods
you have adopted in passing this legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired.

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman five ad-
ditional minutes.

Mr., COLLIER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARNER. Yes.

Mr. COLLIER. I want to ask the gentleman if it does not
go further than that? Does not that kind of a practice destroy
our representative government and form of government?

Mr. GARNER. To my mind it is very unfair, un-American
and it is not in accord with our Constitution. It is our theory
of government that all shall be represented, but if we had left
it to the Republican membership you would not have made the
changes which were made last week, Those changes were made
by Democrats; those changes were made by virtue of Demo-
cratic votes, and you would never have given them to us except
you were forced to do so under the rules of the House, or else

you would have been forced to bring in a rule that would have
gagged this House to a point where you could not have adopted

it. I want to say that if you had attempted to avoid the votes
which were taken last week the Republican side of this House
would have revolted against any such rule, a rule which would
have provided for the taking away from the House all possible
opportunity of passing on differences between the two Houses on
amendments that had to be brought back to the respective
bodies.

Mr. DENISON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARNER. Certainly.

Mr. DENISON. Do I understand, then, that the gentleman
from Texas is opposed to the system of party government that
we have always had in this country?

Mr. GARNER. Oh, no; and the gentleman should not in-
dicate anything of the kind. I am an intense believer in
party government, but I do say that party government does
not go to the extent of excluding the other party from the con-
sideration of legislation either in the House or in conference.
I do not believe that in the name of party government you
should do an unjust thing and not give the minority an oppor-
tunity to consider legislation. The gentleman is on the Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee and you have party gov-
ernment there. Suppose your party determines npon a policy
with reference to matters coming before your committee, would
the gentleman advocate excluding all the minority from the
deliberations of the committee, and after the proposed legisla-
tion got into the House of Representatives, would you prevent
them from offering amendments to perfect the legislation, and
would you go still further and when you were on the confer-
ence committee with the gentleman from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN]
would you favor excluding him from the room while you pre-
pared the party's program with reference to the legislation from
your committee? Would the gentleman do that? Answer my
question,. :

Mr. DENISON. I would not exclude anybody, so far as I am
concerned.

Mr. GARNER. That is alt I am asking in this instance. d

Mr. DENISON. But since the gentleman has asked me the
question, I would say that when the two political parties go to
the country on a political issue like the tariff guestion and one
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of them wins an overwhelming victory, I think the others ought
to take their defeat like sportsmen and let the winning party
write the law; and if the Democrats go to the country on the
tariff issue, as they have done heretofore, and win the election
overwhelmingly, the Democratic Party ought to be allowed to
write the tariff bill

Mr. GARNER. Why should not that apply to every other
piece of legislation that involves party politics?

Mr. DENISON. It ought to apply if it is a party question.

- Mr. GARNER. They are party questions. Do you not have
party questions on matters outside of the tariff? The gentle-
man answered the guestion by saying he would not exclude
the Democrats on the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee, but would give them an opportunity in the House to
offer amendments to perfect any proposed legislation. The
gentleman also said he would not exclude them from the con-
ference. All I am complaining about in regard to this legis-
lation is that from the very beginning no such policy, as the
gentleman says he would follow, has been pursued with refer-
ence to this legislation. On the contrary, you have excluded
every Democrat from any consideration, not only in committee
but in the House of Representatives, and now when you get
into difficulties, after we have gone along with you and have
made up a partial report with respect to over 1,200 items, you
come in and in your last moments, when you are in great dis-
tress, you propose to exclude them from the deliberations of
the conference.

Mr. Chairman, I merely want to enfer my protest against
this procedure and to let the House of Representatives know it
is our desire to contribute what we can to this legislation.
[Applause.]

Mr. FRENCH. Mr, Chairman, I move thnt the committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. HocH, Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that com-
mittee, having had under consideration the bill (H. R. 12236)
making appropriations for the Navy Department and the naval
service for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1931, and for other
purposes, had come to no resolution thereon.

PILGRIMAGE OF MOTHERS AND WIDOWS OF DECEABED SOLDIERS,
BAILORS, ETC., TO CEMETERIES IN EUROPE

Mr. WURZBACH. Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference re-
port on the bill (H. R, 4138) to amend the act of March 2, 1929,
entitled “An act to enable the mothers and widows of the de-
ceased soldiers, sailors, and marines of the American forces now
interred in the cemeteries of Europe, to make a pilgrimage to
these cemeteries,” and I ask unanimous consent that the state-
ment may be read in lieu of the report.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas calls up the con-
ference report on the bill (H. R. 4138) and asks unanimous con-
sent that the statement may be read in lien of the report. Is
there objection?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
4138) having met, after full and free conference have agreed
to recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses as
follows:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate, and agree to the same with an amendment
as follows: In lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment
insert the following: “ That the act of March 2, 1929, entitled
*An act to enable the mothers and widows of the deceased sol-
diers, sailors, and marines of the American forces now interred
in the cemeteries of Europe to make a pilgrimage to these
cemeteries,” be, and is hereby, amended to authorize the Secre-
tary of War to arrange for pilgrimages to cemeteries in Europe
by mothers and widows of those members of the military or
naval forces of the United States who died in the military or
naval service at any time between April 5, 1917, and July 1,
1921, wherein death and burial of the member occurred at sea
or wherein the death of the member occurred at sea or over-
seas but whose place of interment is unknown, or who is in-
terred in any identified grave in Europe, the same as is pro-
vided in the case of mothers and widows of members of said
forces whose remains are now interred in identified graves in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

8703

cemeteries in Europe, at the expense of the United States and
under the conditions set forth in section 2 of said aet; and
the Senate agree to the same.
HARrY C. RANSLEY,
Harry M. WuyRzBACH,
Percy BE. Quin,
Managers on the part of the House.
Davip Bamp, Jr.,
PATRICK SULLIVAN,
MORRIS SHEPPARD,
Managers on the part of the Senatle.

STATEMENT
The manageis on the part of the House at the conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendurents
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4138) to amend the act of March
2, 1929, entitled “An act to enable the mothers and widows of the
deceased soldiers, sailors, and marines of the American forces
now interred in the cemeteries of Europe to make a pilgrimage
to these cemeteries,” submit the following statement in explana-
tion of the effect of the action agreed upon and recommended
in E:i- accompanying conference report as to the anrendment
agr
The amendment of the Senate to section 1 of the House bill
provided that mothers be permitted to make the pilgrimage to
any identified grave of a United States World War soldier,
sailor, or marine buried in Europe whether the grave be in a
cemetery or not. The act of March 2, 1929, provided that the
pilgrimage be only to cemeteries. To this amendment your con-
ferees agreed. The same Senate amendment, however, struck
out the language of the House which permitted the mothers of
sons buried at sea or in unknown graves in Europe to make the
trip. By action of the conferees this language was restored, so
that the law as amended will permit the mothers of United
States soldiers, sailors, or marines who are buried in Europe in
graves where they fell or in cemeteries, who are buried in un-
known graves, or who died at sea, to make one pilgrimage to
Europe at the expense of the United States Government.
Harry C. RANSLEY,
Harry M. WURZBACH,
Percy E, Quin,
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. WURZBACH. I will state that the conferees unani-
mously agreed upon this report. The effect of the conference
report is to approve the bill as it passed the House, with the
addition of the following language, “ or who is interred in any
identified grave in Europe,” so that the bill now reads as fol-
lows: .

Be it enacted, etc., That the act of March 2, 1929, entitled “An act
to enable the mothers and widows of the deceased soldiers, sallors, and
marines of the American forces now interred in the cemeteries of
Europe to make a pilgrimage to these cemeteries,” be, and is hereby,
amended to authorize the Secretary of War to arrange for pilgrimages to
cemeteries in Europe by mothers and widows of those members of the
military or naval forces of the United States who died in the military
or naval service at any time between April 5, 1917, and July 1, 1921,
wherein death and burial of the member occurred at sea or overseas,
but whose place of interment is unknown, or who is interred in any
identified grave in Europe, the same as is provided in the case of
mothers and widows of members of said forces whose remains are now
interred in identified graves in cemeteries in Europe, at the expense of
the United States and under the conditions set forth in section 2 of
said act.

As stated before, the words “ or who is interred in any identi-
fied grave in Europe’ are the only words added to the House
bill as it passed the House on March 4, 1930, and no words have
been subtracted therefrom.

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WURZBACH. 1 yield.

Mr. DICKSTEIN. I spoke on the floor yesterday, and re-
ferred to a bill, H. R. 4109, introduced by me originally, author-
izing the pilgrimage back in 1923, and so I am very much
interested in this legislation.

As I understand, this amendment takes care of the mothers
of the boys whose graves are not known but who are buried
within a certain area. I think that is an excellent amendment,
because I have a case where a mother lost two or three sons
in the Argonne. They do not know where they are buried but
ghe believes that she can find where they are buried, and under
the present law she could not go on the pilgrimage, but this
will take care of a case of that kind.
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Mr. WURZBACH. Yes; and the gentleman has been very
helpful in this legislation. He was one of its pioneers.

Mr. McCORMACK of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman
yvield?

Mr. WURZBACH. Yes.

Mr. McCORMACK of Massachusetts. Is it the intention to
cover the case of men reported lost in action, the inference
being that they were killed and perhaps blown to pieces? Does
the gentleman understand that the phraseology will cover
mothers of those unfortunate men?

Mr. WURZBACH. I think the bill as amended will cover
those cases. In fact, the language in the original bill covers
such cases, and the amendment we have adopted makes the law
more liberal in another respect.

Mr. McCORMACK of Massachusetts. It was the intention
of the committee to cover the mothers of those boys—the case
where the Government does not know whether they are buried
or whether they were blown to pieces.

Mr. WURZBACH. Yes.

Mr. McCORMACK of Massachusetts. I wanted the gentle-
man’s opinion because it might assist in the interpretation of
the law. ;

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report. .

The conference report-was agreed to.

CLAIM OF THE GOVERNMENT OF NORWAY (S. DOC. NO. 144)

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message
from the President of the United States, which was read, and
with accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs and ordered printed.

To the Congress of the United States:

I inclose a report received from the Secretary of State request-
ing the submission to the present Congress of the claim pre-
sented by the Government of Norway against the United States
for reimbursement on account of losses sustained by reason of
the detention of the Norwegian steamer Tampen by the United
States Coast Guard during June, 1925,

I concur in the recommendation made by the Secretary of
State and recommend that, as an act of grace and without refer-
ence to the guestion of the legal liability of the United States
in the matter, the Congress authorize an appropriation in the
sum of $8,765 in order to effect the settlement of all claims
arising as a result of detention of the vessel.

HerseRT HOOVER.

Tee WHITE Housg, May 9, 1930.

ERIDGE OVER THE MISSOURI RIVER AT RANDOLPH, MO,

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Speaker, the House passed a bill some
little time ago extending the time for building a bridge across
the Missouri River at Randolph, Mo. The Senate has passed
it and made a slight amendment. It is H. R. 8562, to extend
the time for commencing and completing the construction of a
bridge across the Missouri River at or near Randolph, Mo. I
ask unanimous consent that it be taken from the Speakér's table
and that the House agree to the Senate amendment,

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the title of the bill
and the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill and the Senate amendment,
as follows:

Page 1, line 6, after “ Company,"” insert “ its successors and assigns.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was agreed to.
BRIDGE ACROSS THE FRENCH BROAD RIVER

TENN.

Mr, DENISON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
take from the Speaker’s table the bill S.
same.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the title to the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

8, 4174, An act granting the consent of Congress to the Highway
Department of the State of Tennessee to construct a bridge across the
French Broad River on the Dandridge-Newport Road, in Jefferson
County, Tenn.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. GARNER. Reserving the right to object, I want to put
in the Recorp a statement concerning the ommibus bridge bill.
That bill. if I remember it, passed the House and went to the
Senate, and was held up in the Senate committee for guite a
length of time. Finally it was reported to the Senate and
passed with Senate amendments. As I recall there are some 20
authorizations in the bill for building bridges. They are being
held up, and the opportunity to begin construction work in these

IN JEFFERSON COUNTY,

unanimous consent to
4174, and consider the
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various authorizations is being held up. In one instance I
know it has cost some money, and if it is not passed within 30
days it will cost one organization some $5,000. I am wondering
why it is that we ean not have a report upon that from the
conference committee. I know the gentleman is in charge of
lt.)virlildge bills, and we look to him to facilitate the passage of these

S,

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Speaker, I found objections raised by
one of the Senators to one or two of the items in the bill. The
Senate finally reported the bill and passed it with amendments.
They struck out the name of the grantee in one or two of the
bridge franchises and substituted some other parties. Since
then the Senate has been so busily occupied by the considera-
tion of the Parker nomination to the Supreme Court that I
was unable to get a conference. The Senators have told me
that as soon as that matter was disposed of they would go to
conference on the bill and I am hoping to get a conference
to-morrow or early next week.

Mr, GARNER. Then, the gentleman hopes to get a full
conference report, so that the bill may be sent to the President.

Mr. DENISON, I shall do the best that I can.

Mr. GARNER. 1 do not desire to criticize the other body or
any individual Member, but it seems strange to me, and I think
to the membership of the House, that one man in another body
can hold up 23 proposed authorizations that contribute to the
commerce of the country. It is still a little more strange that
in the consideration of a House bill they would strike out an
authorization designed for A and substitute B. I do not think
such a thing has been called to my attention in the last 10
years,

Mr. DENISON. The gentleman from Texas is correct. I do
not know when it has ever been done before, but it has been
domne in this case, and it is very much to be regretted. We will
try to work that out in conference, Our committee grants no
monopolies in bridge franchises, and we would willingly grant
an additional franchise to any other parties, if a Senator should
file a bill for that purpose.
< ?Ir. GARNER. I hope the gentleman succeeds at an early

ate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

The Clerk read the bill, as follows :

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress iz hereby granted to
the Highway Department of the State of Tennessee, its successors and
assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a free highway bridge and
approaches thereto across the French Broad River, at a point suitable to
the interests of navigation, on the Dandridge-Newport Road, in Jefferson
County, Tenn., in accordance with the provisions of the act entitled “ An
act to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters,”
approved March 23, 1908,

SEc. 2, That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby
expressly reserved.

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed.
A motion to reconsider the vote by which the bill was passed
was laid on the table.
A similar House bill was laid on the table.
BRIDGE ACROSS OHIO RIVER, CARROLLTON, KY.

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (8. 4173) for
commencing and completing the construction of a bridge across
the Ohio River at or near Carroliton, Ky., a similar House bill
being reported from the committee and on the calendar,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objectiomn.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the times for commencing and completing
the construction of the bridge across the Ohio River at or near Carroll-
ton, Ky., authorized to be built by the State highway commission,
Commonwealth of Kentucky, by the act of Congress approved Feb-
ruary 26, 1029, are hereby extended ome and three years, respectively,
from the date of approval hereof.

Sge. 2, The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby ex-
pressly reserved.

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed.

A motion to reconsider the vofe whereby the bill was passed
was laid on the table,

A similar House bill was ordered to lie on the table.

BENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following titles were taken from
the Speaker's table and under the rule referred as follows:

8.135. An act to provide for the payment of benefits re-
ceived by the Paiute Indian Reservation lands within the New-
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lands irrigation project, Nev. and for other purposes to the
Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation,

8.226. An act authorizing the issuing of certificates of arrival
to persons born in the United States who are now aliens; to
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

8.1072. An act for the relief of Gabriel Roth; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

8.1378. An act for the relief of Juan Anorbe, Charles C. J.
Wirz, Rudolph Ponevacs, Frank Guelfi, Steadman Martin,
Athanasios Metaxiotis, and Olaf Nelson; to the Committee on
Claims,

8.1571. An act for the relief of William K. Kennedy ; to the
Committee on Claims,

8.1644. An act authorizing the county of Vanderburgh, Ind,
to construct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge across the
Ohio River at or near Evansville, Ind.; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

8.1683. An act for the relief of John Heffron; to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs.

S.1721. An act directing the retirement of acting assistant
surgeons of the United States Navy at the age of 64 years; to
the Committee on Naval Affairs.

8.1851. An act for the relief of 8. Vaughan Furniture Co.,
Florence, 8. C. ~to the Committee on Claims.

8. 2187. An aect for the relief of S. Dwight Hunt; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

8.2567. An act granting travel pay and other allowances to
certain soldiers of the Spanish-American War and the Philip-
pine insurrection who were discharged in the Philippines; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

8.2721, An act to provide for the advancement on the retired
list of the Navy of Frederick L. Caudle; to the Committee on
Naval Affairs. ‘

8.2774. An act for the relief of Nick Rizou Theodore; to the
Committee on Claims.

S.2811. An act for the relief of Oscar R. Hahnel ; to the Com-
mittee on Claims,

§.2802. An act for the relief of Helen F. Griffin and Ada W.
Allen; to the Committee on Claims.

S.2896. An act granting the consent of Congress to the State
of Oregon and the Stock Slough Drainage District to construct,
maintain, and operate a dam and dike to prevent the flow of
tidal waters into Stock Slough, Coos Bay, Coos County, Oreg.;
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors,

8.2807. An act granting the consent of Congress to the State
of Oregon and the Beaver Slough Drainage Distriet to construet,
maintain, and operate a dam and dike to prevent the flow of
tidal waters into Beaver Slough, Coquille River, Coos County,
Oreg.: to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

. 2808, An act granting the consent of Congress to the State
of Oregon and the Larson Slough Drainage District to construet,
maintain, and operate a dam and dike to prevent the flow of
tidal waters into Larson Slough, Coos Bay, Coos County, Oreg.;
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. |

S.3044, An act to amend section 39 of title 39 of the United
States Code; to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

8.3277. An act to provide against the withholding of pay
when employees are removed for breach of contract to render
faithful service ; to the Committee on Expenditures in the Execu-
tive Departments.

S.3298. An act to extend the times for commencing and com-
pleting the construction of a bridge across the Ohio River at
or near Evansville, Ind.; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

S.3407. An act for the relief of Judson Stokes; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

8. 3466. An act to legalize the water pipe line constructed by
the Searcy Water Co. under the Little Red River near the
town of Searcy, Ark.; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,

8. 3553. An act for the relief of R. A. Ogee, sr.; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

S, 3555. An act authorizing the purchase, establishment, and
maintenance of an experimental farm or orchard in Mobile
County, State of Alabama, and authorizing an appropriation
therefor; to the Committee on Agriculture,

S.3868. An act granting the consent of Congress to the Lamar
Lumber Co. to construct, maintain, and operate a railroad
‘bridge across the West Pearl River at or near Talisheek, La,;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

S. 3873. An act to extend the times for commencing and com-
pleting the construction of a bridge across the Mississippi River
at or near Carondelet, Mo. ; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,
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8.38950. An act authorizing the establishment of a migratory
bird refuge in the Cheyenne Bottoms, Barton County, Kans.; to
the Committee on Agriculture,

8.3965. An act to authorize the Secretary of War to grant
an easement to the Wabash Railway Co. over the St. Charles
Rifle Range, St. Louis County, Mo.; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

8. 4140. An act providing for the sale of the remainder of the
coal and asphalt deposits in the segregated mineral land in the
Choctaw and Chickasaw Nations, Okla., and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Indian Aﬂ'uirs

8. 4157, An act to extend the times for commencing and com-
pleting a bridge across the Tennessee River at or near Chat-
tanooga, Hamilton County, Tenn.; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,

8.4227. An act to authorize the Board of Education of the
District of Columbia to make certain provisions for the relief
of congestion in the public schools of the District of Columbia ;
to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

8. 4269. An act authorizing the Commonwealth of Kentucky,
by and through the State Highway Commission of Kentucky
or the successors of =aid commission, to acquire, construct,
maintain, and operate bridges within Kentucky and/or across
boundary-line streams of Kentucky ; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. CAMPBELL of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on
Enrolled Bills, reported that that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled bills of the House of the following titles,
which were thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H. R. 645. An act for the relief of Lyma Van Winkle;

H. R.1794. An act to authorize the payment of an indemnity
to the owners of the British steamship Kyleakin for damages
sustained as a resuit of a collision between that vessel and
the U. 8. 8. William O'Brien.

H. R.1954. An act for the relief of A. O. G[bhens

H. R.2902. An act to authorize the sale of the Government
property acquired for a post-office site in Binghamton, N. Y.;

H. R.3246. An act to authorize the sale of the Government
property acquired for a post-office site in Akron, Ohio;

H.R.3717. An act to add certain lands to the Fremont Na-
tional Forest in the State of Oregon;

H. R. 6564. An act making appropriations for the Department
of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1931, and for
other purposes;

H. R. 7069. An act for the relief of the heirs of Viktor Pet-
tersson ;

H. R. T832. An act to reorganize the administration of Federal
prisons; to authorize the Attorney General to contract for the
care of United States prisoners; to establish Federal jails, and
for other purposes;

H. R.8299. An act authorizing the establishment of a national
hydraulic laboratory in the Bureau of Standards of the Depart-
ment of Commerce and the construetion of a building therefor;

H. R. 8578. An act to sell the present post-office site and build-
ing at Dover, Del.;

H. R. 8918. An act authorizing conveyance to the city of Tren-
ton, N, J., of title to a portion of the site of the present Federal
building ‘lu that city ;

H. R. 9324, An act to dedicate for street purposes a portion of
the old post-office gite at Wichita, Kans.:

H. R.9325. An act to authorize the United States Veterans’
Bureau to pave the road running north and south immediately
east of and adjacent to Hospital No. 90, at Muskogee, Okla.,
and to authorize the use of $4,950 of funds appropriated for
hospital purposes, and for other purposes;

H.R.9407. An act to amend the act of Congress approved
May 29, 1928, authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to ac-
cept title to certain real estate, subject to a reservation of
mineral rights in favor of the Blackfeet Tribe of Indians;

H. R.9437. An act to authorize a neecessary increase in the
White House police force; !

H. R. 9758. An act to authorize the Commissioners of the
District of Columbia to close certain portions of streets and
alleys for public-school purposes; and

H. R. 9845. An act to authorize the transfer of Government-
owned land at Dodge City, Kans., for publie-building purposes.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to an enrolled joint
resolution of the Senate of the following title:

8. J. Res. 165. Joint resolution authorizing the settlement of
the case of United States against the Binclair Crude Oil Pur-
chasing Co., pending in the United States District Court in and
for the District of Delaware,
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BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that that committee did on this day present to the Presi-
dent, for his approval, bills and joint resolutions of the House
of the following titles:

H. R. 389, An act for the relief of Kenneth M. Orr;

H. R. 707. An act to authorize an appropriation for construc-
tion at Fort McKinley, Portland, Me.;

H. R.973. An act to remove the age limit of persons who may
be confined at the United States Industrial Reformatory at
Chillicothe, Ohio:

H. R.1301. An act for the relief of Julius Victor Keller;

H. R. 1444. An act for the relief of Marmaduke H. Floyd;

II. R. 2161. An act to convey to the city of Waltham, Mass.,
certain Government land for street purposes;

H. R. 3527. An act to authorize credit in the disbursing ac-
counts of certain officers of the Army of the United States for
the settlement of individual claims approved by the War De-
partment ;

H. R. 4198. An act to authorize the exchange of certain lands
adjoining the Catoosa Springs (Ga.) Target Range;

H. R. 5283. An act to declare valid the title to certain Indian
lands;

IL R. 5726. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Navy, in
his diseretion, to deliver to the custody of the city of Salem,
Mass., and to the Salem Marine Society, of Salem, Mass., the
silver-service set and bronze clock, respectively, which have
been in use on the cruiser Salem;

H. R. 6338. An act authorizing the erection of a sanitary,
fireproof hospital at the National Home for Disabled Volunteer
Soldiers, of Togus, Me.;

H. R. 6645. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Navy, in
his diseretion to deliver to the president of the Lions Club, of
Shelbyville, Tenn., a bell of any naval vessel that is now, or
may be, in his custody ; and to the president of the Rotary Club,
of Shelbyville, Tenn., a steering wheel of any naval vessel that
is now, or may be, in his custody ;

H. R. 7410. An act to establish a hospital for defective delin-
quents;

H. R. 7395. An act to extend to Government postal eards the
provision for defacing the stamps on Government stamped en-
velopes by mailers;

H. R. 7413. An act to amend an act providing for the parole
of United States prisoners, approved June 25, 1910, as amended ;

H. R. 8052. An act authorizing the heirs of Elijah D. Myers
to purchase land in section 7, township 28 south, range 11 west,
Willamette meridian, county of Coos, State of Oregon;

H.R.8368. An act providing for a study regarding the con-
struction of a highway to connect the northwestern part of the
United States with British Columbia, Yukon Territory, and
Alaska in cooperation with the Dominion of Canada;

H. R. 8650. An act to authorize the Postmaster General to
charge for services rendered in disposing of undelivered mail in
those cases where it is considered proper for the Postal Service
to dispose of such mail by sale or to dispose of collect-on-de-
livery mail without collection of the collect-on-delivery charges
or for a greater or less amount than stated when mailed;

H. R.8713. An act granting land in Wrangell, Alaska, to the
town of Wrangell, Alaska ;

H. R. 8763. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to investigate and report to Congress on the advisability and
practicability of establishing a national park to be known as the
Apostle Islands National Park, in the State of Wisconsin, and
for other purposes;

H. R. 8805. An act to authorize the acquisition for military
purposes of land in the county of Montgomery, State of Ala-
bama, for use as an addition to Maxwell Field ;

H. R. 8973. An act anthorizing the Secretary of the Navy, in
his discretion, to deliver to the custody of the Charleston
Museum, of Charleston, 8. C., the ship’s bell, plaque, war record,
and silver service of the cruiser Charleston that is now, or may
be in his custody;

H. R. 9235. An act to authorize the Public Health Service to
provide medical service in the Federal prisons;

H. R.9434. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Columbia
River at or near Arlington, Oreg.;

H. R. 10258, An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Ohio River
at or near Cannelton, Ind.;

H. R. 10474, An act granting the consent of Congress to the
Arkansas State Highway Commission to construct, maintain,
and operate a free highway bridge across the White River at or
near Sylamore, Ark.;
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H. R.10581, An act to provide for the addition of certain
lands to the Yosemite National Park, Calif., and for other pur-

poses ;

H. R.10674. An act autherizing payment of six months’ death
gratuity to beneficiaries of transferred members of the Fleet
Naval Reserve and Fleet Marine Corps Reserve who die while on
active duty;

H. R.11046. An act to legalize a bridge across the Hudson
River at Stillwater, N, Y.;

H. J. Res, 188. Joint resolution authorizing the use of tribal
funds belonging to the Yankton Sioux Tribe of Indians in South
Dakota to pay expenses and compensation of the members of the
tribal business committee for services in connection with their
pipestone elalm ; and

H. J. Res. 244. Joint resolution authorizing the President to in-
vite the States of the Unlon and foreign countries to participate
in the International Petrolenm Exposition at Tulsa, Okla., to be
held October 4 to 11, 1930, inclusive,

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 3 o'clock and 15
mlr_mtes p. m.), pursuant to the order heretofore made, the House
adjourned until Monday, May 12, 1930, at 12 o’clo®k noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
Mr. TILSON submitted the following tentative list of commit-
tee hearings scheduled for Saturday, May 10, 1930, as reported
to the floor leader by clerks of the several committees :
COMMITTEE ON ELECTIONS NoO, 2
(10 a. m.)
To consider the Hill-Palmisano contested-election case.
For Monday, May 12, 1930:
COMMITTEE ON THE CENSUS
(10.30 a. m.) ;

Authorizing the Director of the Census to collect and publis!
certain additional cotton statistics (8. 2322 and 8. 2323).

COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA—SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICIARY

(10.30 a. m.)

To license and regulate the business of making loans in sums
of $300 or less, secured or unsecured, prescribing the rate of
interest and charge therefor and penalties for the violation
thereof, and regulating assignments of wages and salaries when
given as security for any such loans (H. R. 7628).

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows:

457. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriations
pertaining to the Legislative Establishment, United States Sen-
ate, for the fiscal year 1930, amounting to $30,000 (H. Doec. No.
301) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be
printed.

458. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriations
pertaining to the Legislative Establishment under the Architect
of the Capitol for the fiscal year 1930, amounting to $22.054.63
(H. Doe. No. 392) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

459. A communication from the President of the TUnited
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriations
for the Office of Public Buildings and Public Parks of the Na-
tional Capital for the fiscal year 1931, amounting to $58,247
(H. Doc. No. 393); to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

460, A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriations
pertaining to the Legislative Establishment, House of Repre-
sentatives, for the fiseal year 1930, amounting to $06,234.12
(H. Doc, No. 334) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS
Under &lause 2 of Rule XIII,
Mr. WILLIAMSON : Committee on Expenditures in the Exee-
agtive Departfments. H. R. 11978. A bill to auathorize the ap-
pointment of employees in the executive branch of the govern-
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ment and the District of Columbia; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1411). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

AMr. JOHNSON of Indiana: Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce. . 1268. An act anthorizing the States of Illi-
nois and Indiana to construct, maintain, and operate a free
highway bridge across the Wabash River, at or near Vin-
cennes, Ind.; with amendment (Rept. No. 1413). Referred to
the Honse Calendar.

Mr. BECK : Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
8. 3421. An act to authorize the Tidewater Toll Properties
(Ine.), its legal representatives and assigns, to construct, main-
tain, and operate a bridge across the Choptank River at a point
at or near Cambridge, Md.; without amendment (Rept. No.
1414). Referred to the House Calendar,

Mr. BECK : Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
8. 3422, An act to authorize the Tidewater Toll Properties
(Ine.), its legal representatives and assigns, to construct, main-
tain, and operafe a bridge across the Patuxent River, south of
Burch, Calvert County, Md.; without amendment (Rept. No.
1415). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. HUDDLESTON : Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce. 8, 4182, An act granting the consent of Congress
to the county of Georgetown, 8. C.,, to construct, maintain, and
operate a bridge across the Peedee River and a bridge across
the Waccamaw River, both at or near Georgetown, 8. C.; with
amendment (Rept. No. 1416). Referred to the House Calendar.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. McLEOD : Committee on the District of Columbia. H. R.
1518. A bill for the relief of J. W. Anderson; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1407). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. JOHNSTON of Missouri: Committee on Claims. H. R.
7534. A bill for the relief of the Brookhill Corporation; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1408). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr. SMITH of Idaho: Committee on Irrigation and Reclama-
tion. H. R. 8103. A bill for the relief of the American Falls
Realty & Water Works Co. (Ltd.), of Power County, Idaho;
without amendment (Rept. No. 14089). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. IRWIN: Committee on Claims. H. R. 10542, A bill for
the relief of John A. Arnold ; with amendment (Rept. No. 1410).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House,

Mr. HOPKINS: Committee on War Claims. H. R. 9471. A
bill for the relief of Florence M. Humphries; with amendment
l({Rept. No. 1412). Referred to the Committee of the Whole

ouse,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ARENTZ: A bill (H. R. 12282) to place an embargo
on gilver; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. BRITTEN : A bill (H. R. 12283) to authorize the con-
struction of certain naval vessels required under the London
Naval Conference, and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

By Mr. CROSSER: A bill (H. R. 12284) to provide for the
construction of vessels for the Coast Guard for rescue and as-
sistance work on Lake Erie; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,

By Mr, SPROUL of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 12285) to authorize
the Postmaster General to purchase motor-truck parts from the
truck manufacturer; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Itoads.

By Mr. THATCHER : A bill (H. R. 12286) to repeal the act
entitled *An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to
sell and patent certain lands in Louisiana and Mississippi,”
approved April 11, 1928; to the Committee on fhe Publie Lands,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12287) authorizing the Commonwealth of
Kentucky, by and through the State Highway Commission of
Kentucky, or the successors of said commission, i acquire, con-
struct, maintain, and operate bridges within Kentucky and/or
across boundary-line streams of Kentucky ; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. LEAVITT: A bill (H. R. 12288) to amend the act
entitled “An aect to permit taxation of lands of homestead and
desert-land entrymen under the reclamation act,” approved April
21, 1928; to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation,

By Mr, REID of Illinois: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 334) to
amend the radio act of 1927 by providing for 83 Government
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broadecasting frequencies, 1 for the Department of Agriculture,
1 for the Department of the Interior, and 1 for the Department
of Labor; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries. [

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BOYLAN: A bill (H. R. 12289) for the relief of Capt.
Christian Damson ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr, CRAIL: A bill (H. R. 12290) granting a pension to
Charles H. Ingersoll; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. DOMINICK : A bill (H. R. 12281) granting a pension
to John E. Winn ; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12292) granting a pension to Will Ralph
Johnson; to the Commitiee on Pensions.

By Mr. HANCOCK : A bill (H. R. 12203) granting an increase
of pension to Lucy E. Bryant; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. HESS: A bill (H. R. 12294) granting an increase of
pension to Barbara Ann Felix; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. HOPKINS: A bill (H. R. 12295) granting an increase
of pension to Celina E. Hutton; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. KENDALL of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 12296)
granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth A. Glisan; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 12297) grant-
ing a pension to Grover C. Fennell; to the Committee on Pen-
sions, ] d

By Mr. SLOAN: A bill (H. R. 12298) for the relief of George
P. Sterling; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. TABER: A bill (H, R. 12299) granting a pension to
Etta A. Vinn Combes; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. TINKHAM: A bill (H. R. 12300) for the relief of
Edward S. Ryan; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12301) for the relief of John S, Dodge; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

7240. By Mr. GARBER of Oklahoma: Petition of National
Retail Dry Goods Association, New York, transmitting proposed
amendments to House bill 11852, and urging that they be
adopted ; to the Committee on Patents.

7241, Also, petition of National Alliance of Postal Employees,
Pittsburgh, Pa.; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads.

7242. Also, petition of city carriers of Stillwater, Okla.,
urging support of House bill 6603; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

7243. By Mr. THOMPSON: Petition of citizens of Fulfon
County, Ohio, urging early favorable action on House bill 229,
to grant an allowance on personally owned post-office equip-
ment ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

7244. By Mr. STONE: Petition signed by L. E. Gray, secre-
tary Postal Clerks, and seven other clerks of Stillwater, Okla.,
providing for shorter hours for all postal employees; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

SENATE
Moxoay, May 12, 1930

The Chaplain, Rev. Z€Barney T. Phillips, D. D., offered the
following prayer:

Almighty God, who through the mystery of instinet dost lead
all living things-along their way, grant that we may hear Thy
voice, which calls us to be true and steadfast, and so—unafraid.

Take of Thine own spirit and lay it upon us—the spirit of
fatherly care for all Thy children, the spirit of the Saviour's
love for the erring and the lost, the spirit of the Comforter’s
tenderness for every sad and lonely soul. -

Fill our cup each morning with the water of life, that we
may give to him that is athirst; put into our hearts such living
words from Thee that nothing we may say shall fall to the
ground, returning to Thee void. Help us to make the welfare of
all the supreme law of our land, that our commonwealth may
rest secure upon the love of all its citizens, that the blessing of
the Nation may fall upon our service and rise triumphant unto
Thee. Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.
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